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CHAPTER XVIII 


CLASSIFICATION OF THE SOVIET PERIOD 


(1) THE PROBLEM YEAR 1921. 

In the closing paragraphs of Part III of this work, readers were given an idea 
of the conditions ruling at Erivan and in the G.P.O. during the last days of the 
Second Dashnak Regime, and of the mass evacuation that took place when the 
Red Army re-entered the town on 2 April, 1921. 


In the first weeks of the re-established Soviet regime, the capital, deserted by 
a large majority of its male population, must have been in a state of disorganisa- 
tion and chaos defying imagination. Admittedly, Armenia had been living under 
precarious conditions ever since the proclamation of independence in 1918, but 
now the whole complicated mechanism commanding the everyday life of a 
community even in times of stress, was collapsing. With so many people abandon- 
ing their jobs and taking to flight or hiding, most or all public services must 
have come to an abrupt stop due to absence of the management and staff 
running them, and the Post Office can have been no exception. The majority of 
the shops must have closed overnight and, although they had few goods to sell 
in the preceding period, their discontinuance must have created difficult prob- 
lems and further increased the acute shortage of food and all other commodities 
in the town. 


The Armenian Soviet leaders who re-entered Erivan in the wake of the Red 
Army had no doubt been sobered by the disastrous ending of their former 
tenure of office, and were furthermore under instructions from Moscow to avoid 
any recurrence of this kind of national uprising. They refrained from mass 
reprisals, and actually had no opportunity to take any, since the people on whom 
they could have retaliated had gone. Unlike the preceding January, when existing 
food supplies had been requisitioned, fresh quantities of food were imported, 
to keep the remaining population going until a new harvest could be gathered. 
The balance of the year was.spent in strenuous efforts to lead the country back 
to more normal peace-time conditions, and to bring about the return to their 
jobs of those among the smaller people who had left the town, but were still 
hiding or wandering in the country. 


This process of re-organisation was all the more difficult due to the mass 
exodus of the population, and to the necessity of attending to so many different 
aspects of public life simultaneously. Food had to receive first priority, on a par 
with essential government services. Supplying work to a destitute population 
must have been another vital task. Railway communications must have remained 
irregular so long as the Turkish Army remained in possession of the vital knob 
of Alexandropol. The Turks were determined to keep the town, which they had 
exacted from a collapsing Dashnak Government at the treaty of 2 December, 
1920, and it is only after months of protracted negotiations with Moscow that 
they gave it up by the Treaty of Kars (13 October, 1921). Against this concession, 
and the withdrawal of their claims on the Georgian port of Batum, they secured 
by this treaty Moscow’s consent that they should keep the districts of Kars, 
Ardahan and Igdyr, which they had conquered from Armenia in November, 
1920. The Turks evacuated Alexandropol in the weeks following the signature 
of the treaty, and it is only after the return of the town to Armenian adminis- 
tration, that is while 1921 was ending, that the railways could resume their 
normal services. 


The foregoing makes it clear that, in this slow process of bringing back to 
life the economic activity of the nation, postal communications cannot have 
received a very high degree of priority. Without regular railway services, trans- 
mission of mail could only be erratic, while the exodus of the population of 
Erivan must have curtailed both the operations of the Post Office, and the 
volume of the mail itself, since the people who would write letters were no 
longer there. This as regards internal correspondence. Insofar as mail with the 
outside world was concerned, Armenia now was almost completely cut off from 
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the West, and mail with the neighbouring countries and with Soviet Russia was 
bound to be largely limited to official and other administrative departments, 
with commercial transactions practically non-existent, and with personal letters 
reduced to a strict minimum, for fear of possible unpleasant complications. 


It is quite likely that the Erivan G.P.O., deserted by the bulk of its staff on 
2 April, 1921, remained closed for some time, a few days or a few weeks, until 
the new Administration could recruit a fresh management and staff. It can, 
however, be taken for granted that postal operations were resumed as soon as 
practically possible, and evidence of this activity can be found in various 
attempts to prepare postage stamps. But legitimate postal material of this period, 
in the form of covers or stamps from genuine postal correspondence, is almost 
entirely missing, indicating either a breakdown of communications, or that the 
volume of mail was so small that very little survived (see page 182 for a cover 
of the period, in the collection G. S. Russell). While this shortage of material 
may be the main reason why so little is known on postal activities in Armenia 
during the last nine months of 1921, the interruption of communications with 
the West played its part in thickening the veil of darkness extending over this 
period. Western dealers had lost their direct sources of supply (their correspon- 
dents had actually left the country), but, surprisingly, fresh issues of alleged 
Armenian stamps continued to pour on the European markets, in unused 
condition, and were eagerly snapped up, without too much concern as to whether 
they were genuine or bogus, nor to whether they had been issued or not. 


Thus, at the very moment when postal activities in the country were at an 
almost complete standstill, the student is faced with an imposing array of fresh 
issues of stamps, most of which were recognised and listed in the standard 
catalogues, although their true status, more often than not, is difficult to ascer- 
tain. For the most part, these new issues consist of pictorial designs, providing 
an interesting insight into the life and past history of this little known nation, 
and affording a welcome change from the unending array of monograms on 
Russian stamps which characterises the issues of the Dashnak regime. With the 
only exception of the first of these sets, the Chassepot line-engraved series, 
which had been ordered by the Dashnak Government as the first regular issue 
for Armenia, and could not be issued due to the collapse of the regime, all these 
various stamps and surcharges are attributed to the Soviet regime, and almost all 
appear to have been produced, or at least ordered, during 1921, providing an 
unprecedented degree of postal planning for an Administration which, in that 
year, was beset with great difficulties of re-organisation, and was certainly not 
overwhelmed with a heavy volume of mail having to be franked with stamps. 


These sets are listed hereunder in the order in which they are believed to 
have been prepared. Their characteristics and other features of interest will be 
dealt with in the following chapters of this work, but it is considered preferable 
to discuss in the first place their respective merits and status, in so far as these 
can be ascertained: 

(a) the Chassepot line-engraved set; 

(b) the First “‘Star’’ set; 

(c) the Second “Star” set; 

(d) the First Essayan pictorial set: 

(e) the Second Essayan pictorial set; 

(f) the Erivan pictorials in unissued colours; 
(g) the Erivan pictorials in issued colours. 


Ignoring for the moment the Chassepot set ordered by the Dashnaks, the 
incidence of the six other sets can be surnmarily described as an outcome of 
the disorganisation of the Postal Administration during 1921, and of the efforts 
of this Administration to resume normal conditions of work. Although some of 
the problems pertaining to these sets will probably never be solved, the general 
picture of events, as seen by the authors, appears to have been the following. 
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(2) THE ESSAYAN CONTRACT. 

It must be kept in mind that, when the Soviet regime took over from the 
Dashnaks, in December, 1920, the finances of the country were in a desperate 
condition, which deteriorated still further during the following weeks, and in 
the period of the Second Dashnak regime. Although the Dashnak Government 
had, earlier in 1920, ordered its first definitive issue of stamps from a Paris firm 
of printers, there could be no question of keeping to this policy late in 1920, 
owing to lack of foreign currency. It is apparently at this moment, during the 
First Soviet regime, that an Armenian firm of Constantinople, the Essayan 
Printing Works, came forth with a proposal to print distinctive postage stamps 
in pictorial designs for the newly-created Armenian S.S.R., costs of production 
to be met, not by any cash payment in foreign currency, but by ceding to the 
printers 40% of the printing of the stamps, on the understanding that this 
portion of the printing would be sold by Essayan “‘outside the borders of the 
country”, thus ensuring that it would not deprive the Postal Administration 
from any legitimate internal income. 


This offer was evidently accepted, and a contract closed under these terms 
for a set containing a range of denominations which presumably coincided with 
postal rates then current, therefore comprising stamps ranging from | to 100 
roubles. The preparation of this set, with a distinct pictorial design for each 
value, must have taken several months, during which the further heavy sinking 
of the Armenian currency rendered the denominations on order useless, before 
even they could be printed and delivered. To keep pace with increased postal 
rates, further orders for higher values must have been closed from time to time, 
with the result that, when the printing was completed late in 1921, the whole 
set of this First Essayan issue comprised 16 denominations extending from 
1 rouble to 25000 roubles, an absurd range of values for a set of stamps intended 
exclusively for postal use (in Armenia, as in Russia, postage stamps never were 
valid for revenue purposes). Readers will have a clear idea of what is meant by 
imagining a British colonial set with denominations ranging from 4d. to £50, it 
being understood that the higher values could not be used for revenue purposes, 
but would have to frank postal matter. 


While this first set was being prepared, a further order for a second set was 
closed, in entirely different designs. This comprised 8 denominations ranging 
from 100 to 20000 roubles, a more reasonable span, which would probably have 
met the requirements of the Postal Administration during the summer months 
of 1921. The reasons for ordering this Second Essayan set (largely duplicating 
the stamps already in production) are not known: it is suspected, however, that 
Erivan may, on second thoughts, have felt unhappy about the 40% clause, and 
may have deemed it better to secure a fresh set which it would pay for in cash, 
rather than ceding part of the printing to Essayan. What looks certain is that the 
40°% clause was dropped for this second set: the relative text in the Chuchin 
catalogue does not mention it, and further shows that Erivan was under the 
impression, as late as 1926, that the whole printing of the stamps had been duly 
delivered to them. Then, there is the corroborating evidence that Essayan 
refrained from marketing supplies of this Second Set when he sold his 40%, 
share of the First Set to Western dealers in 1922 (although he may have printed 
an additional quantity at that time or later, in the hope that he would eventually 
be allowed to dispose of it). 


It is possible that Essayan was allowed to print all values of this Second Set 
in the same colour, in order to speed up delivery. If the first single colour selected 
was the slate, this may well have been found dull or unsuitable by Erivan, and 
have led to a second printing in rose. This, however, is by no means a foregone 
conclusion. If Essayan still had hopes of securing the right to keep 40°% of the 
printing of this Second Set as payment, he may have purposely duplicated the 
colours in order to have more collectable varieties to sell to dealers: he had acted 
similarly for the First Set, where he had printed the 25000r. in two or more 
colours, and had further increased from 16 to 32 the number of collectable 
varieties, by perforating part of the printing, and taking care that Erivan’s 
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share, as well as his own, would contain a suitable percentage of both imper- 
forate and perforated stamps. 


The exact date at which supplies of these two sets reached Armenia is not 
known, but can be situated around the end of 1921. As soon as the first delivery 
had been made, Essayan took steps to sell his 40% share in the printing of the 
First Set. at first in imperforate condition, the perforated varieties being released 
somewhat later. In doing so, he may have failed to ascertain whether the stamps 
had actually been issued in Armenia. But this did not prevent these stamps 
from being accepted in the West, and being catalogued in both unused and used 
condition as a legitimate issue of the Armenian S.S.R. (As regards the Second 
Set, in either slate or rose, full sets did not reach Western markets until the late 
1920s; see page 178). 


To sum up, it results from the foregoing that neither the First nor the Second 
Essayan Sets reached Erivan in time to help solve its stamp production problems 
during 1921. The Essayan sets were to play a prominent part in Armenian 
philately in 1922 and 1923, but, in these first months of the Second Soviet regime, 
extending from April to December, 1921, the Postal Administration had no 
Armenian stamps available and, just as in the preceding years, it had to fall 
back on emergency measures. 


(3) THE FIRST “STAR” SET. 

Obviously, the easiest of these emergency measures consisted in further 
overprints or surcharges on existing stocks of Russian stamps. As explained on 
page 163, the Soviet authorities, upon entering the Erivan P.O. on 2 April, 1921, 
had found supplies of stamps in course of overprinting, some of them already 
provided with HP monograms for production of more “*Melik-Pashaev”™ print- 
ings (this fact is actually confirmed by Chuchin’s Soviet catalogue of the Caucasus, 
1926 edition). Further small supplies of overprinted stamps may have been 
brought back from provincial offices. There is ample evidence that, in the period 
extending from ca. May to August, 1921, attempts took place to overprint 
such stocks with the emblem and initials of the Armenian S.S.R., and to sur- 
charge them with fresh values fitting the higher postal rates then current. The 
stamps thus produced are the First and the Second “Star” Sets, and their status 
provides some of the most difficult problems still facing the student of Armenian 
philately. 


The First “Star” Set has never been listed so far in Western catalogues, 
although summarily mentioned by Romeko (1927 edition) and in recent editions 
of Stanley Gibbons Part II. On the other hand, it is described by Chuchin’s 
Soviet catalogue of the Caucasus (1926 edition) as a legitimate issue, genuinely 
used for postal purposes, with the further comment that it remained current 
for a very short period, and was ‘almost entirely” used up on mail. These notes 
are followed by a listing of 27 surcharges belonging to this set, all but two of 
which are priced, at prices identical for unused and used copies, these prices 
ranging from a minimum of 10 roubles to a maximum of 60 roubles, according 
to the individual stamps. This list of 27 varieties is stated to contain only those 
known to the editor at that time, with the inference that he was well aware that 
more varieties existed. 


Kohl’s Handbook (Part VIII, page 1122) does not specifically mention the 
First “Star” Set but, in its paragraph dealing with the Second ‘Star’ Set (see 
next caption), writes that such a surcharged series had been planned, and actually 
prepared in the form of sets of Proofs comprising some 75 different varieties. 
As the Second “Star” Set does not include more than 5 values, it is to be surmised 
that the remaining 70 or more values referred to by Kohl were in fact those 
constituting the First “Star” Set. 


The fact that the official Soviet catalogue recognises the First “Star” set 
as a legitimate issue of the Armenian S.S.R. would, under normal circumstances, 
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constitute overwhelming evidence allowing to add this set to the list of Armenian 
stamps genuinely issued for postal purposes. But, in this particular case, the 
student is faced with a number of puzzling factors which cannot be ignored oF 
summarily brushed aside, not the least among these being contradictions in the 
ne itself, or conflicting elements between the claims of the catalogue and 
actual facts. 


The first of these contradictions is found between the text and the pricing 
of the stamps. The text states that the stamps were “almost entirely” used up for 
postal purposes, with the inference that very few unused examples could have 
survived. Logically, unused copies ought to have been left unpriced in the 
catalogue, or, at least, priced at much higher figures than the used. Instead, for 
all values, identical prices are given for both unused and used. Over one half 
of the 27 values listed are priced in either condition at between 10 and 20 roubles 
each, indicating that they could not be particularly hard to get, in unused and 
used state, despite the “very short’ period of currency of this set. (In the same 
catalogue, many of the “gold kopek”’ surcharges on the First Essayan Set are 
priced at higher levels, with the inference that they ought to be more difficult 
to obtain than used—or unused—copies of the First “Star’’ Set). 


In actual fact, not a single used copy of these stamps has ever been notified 
so far to the authors, let alone a cover or piece providing evidence of legitimate 
postal use. Admittedly, the stamps are rare, much harder to get than the prices 
in the Soviet catalogue implied, but what few examples are known in Western 
collections are, all without exception, in unused condition exclusively. Examples 
of these recorded by the authors are, for the most part, different from the 27 
varieties listed by Chuchin, indicating that the complete set was much longer, 
5 ad even have exceeded the total of 70/75 different stamps, as implied by 

ohl’s text. 


One point that must be stressed is that there cannot be the slightest doubt 
that these overprints were actually applied by the Armenian Postal Adminis- 
tration, and were produced, in great part, with the same handstamps containing 
a new value, as used for earlier surcharges of the Dashnak period, or for later 
“gold kopek” sets (see Chapter XXI). But the fact that this First “Star” Set 
is an official production is not necessarily an ev idence that it was actually issued 
and, in the apparent absence of any used copy, even in the objectionable form of 
a cancellation-to-order, the authors feel inclined to agree with Kohl’s assertion 
that these stamps should be considered as officially prepared Proofs. 


(4) THE SECOND “STAR” SET. 

One more reason why the First “Star” Set may have never been issued is that 
its denominations proved too low when ready, due to the constant sinking of 
the local currency. Although this set must have been prepared around May or 
June, 1921, most of the surcharges cover the same range of values as during the 
Dashnak regime (1 to 100 roubles), and these must have been practically useless 
at this late period. The set, however, comprises as well two higher denominations 
(500 and 1000 roubles) which can be rated as the commonest of those seen in the 
West. Considering that the letter rate stood at 5000 roubles by August, it is 
entirely possible that even these two higher values had been made redundant 
by this further increase before they could be issued, and were set aside in favour 
of the Second “Star”? Set. 


The facts regarding the Second “‘Star’’ Set are exactly the opposite of those 
mentioned for the First “Star” Set. This Second Set is ignored altogether by 
the Soviet catalogue of 1926, but has been listed right from the beginning by all 
Western standard catalogues, although some of these added in more recent 
years a footnote questioning its status. Used copies abound with cancellations- 
to-order from the genuine date-stamps in use at the Erivan Post Office, and a 
few genuine covers have apparently been recorded from time to time, and are 
specifically mentioned in the German Michel catalogue. Forgeries of these 
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stamps are also met in large quantities, both unused and with some of the forged 
Erivan cancellations described in earlier Chapters of this work. 


Kohl’s Handbook, after listing this set in its Part I (published in 1923), 
deleted it from its Part VIII (published in 1926), on the contention that the issue 
of this set had never been officially authorised nor even permitted. Kohl further 
explains that such a surcharged set had in fact been planned, and Proofs pre- 
pared in the form of some 75 different varieties, but that the official issue of the 
stamps was nothing more than a speculative action aimed at the stamp market, 
initiated by such an influential personality that even the responsible services in 
the Postal Administration were compelled to co-operate in the “issue” of the 
stamps. Readers will notice the very confused wording of this explanation, 
which strikingly resembles the similarly obscure charges brought by Kohl’s 
informants against the printings of the Sixth and Seventh “HH” issues at the 
time of the Second Dashnak regime. Although, in this particular case, Kohl 
refrains from stating its source for the information given, the pattern is too clear 
to allow of any doubt, and the absence of this set from Chuchin’s catalogue 
provides another useful clue. Kohl actually admits that the stamps were officially 
prepared by the responsible services of the Postal Administration, and were 
actually “‘issued’’ with the “co-operation” of the Administration concerned. 
This can only mean that they were placed on sale at Post Office counters, as 
evidenced by the postal covers recorded by Michel, and by the numerous can- 
cellations-to-order from the genuine date-stamps of the Erivan Office. This 
alone is sufficient to grant them the official status refused by Kohl or his infor- 
mants. The claim that they were issued under pressure of such an influential 
personality that even the Postal Administration had to co-operate is particularly 
enlightening, and seems to provide a clue for Chuchin’s silence regarding this 
set: the person concerned cannot have been linked with Melik-Pashaev, who 
had left the country months before, but may have been a senior officer nominated 
by the Soviet authorities as head of the Postal Administration after the departure 
of the former management, and who may have fallen into disgrace later, or 
fled on his own account to escape being purged and, when doing so, took with 
him substantial supplies of the 5000 roubles surcharges of the Second “Star” 
Set then current (if this suggestion proves correct, this official may also have 
brought to the West the first examples of the Erivan pictorials in unissued 
colours. See Caption 7 hereunder). An incident of this kind may have led the 
Erivan Government to stop the sale of these stamps at the counters, and to 
disclaim “post factum”’ official status to this issue, as it did in the case of the 
printings of the Second Dashnak regime. 


(5) THE FIRST ESSAYAN PICTORIAL SET. 


The story of this set is about the simplest of all those covered in this Chapter, 
and all sources agree on the circumstances of its preparation, as related in caption 
2 above. As explained, the first supplies to reach the Western markets consisted 
of imperforate unused stamps, and came from the 40% of the printing left to 
the Essayan Printing Works as payment. The whole set of 16 values was claimed 
to have been placed on sale in Armenia some time during 1922 (some sources 
gave the date as January), and all the stamps have since been listed in most 
standard catalogues. Some of these limited pricing to unused copies, others gave 
prices for both unused and used, with used prices often a trifle higher than the 
very cheap levels applying, most deservedly, to the unused. The perforated set, 
when added to the listing, received similar treatment. 


The only problem regarding these stamps is whether or not they were 
actually issued in Armenia without the “gold kopek”’ surcharges. The very 
cheap prices for used copies given in some catalogues bear no relation to this 
problem, because used copies of these stamps, irrespective of whether they have 
genuine or forged cancellations, are infinitesimal in proportion to the large 
stocks of unused found everywhere. In the experience of the authors, this per- 
centage may at best work at | °% used versus 99 °” unused. But, out of this small 
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quantity of used copies met at times in collections or in dealers’ stocks, almost 
all examples have the usual stigma of the crude forged cancellation applied in 
the form of an illegible small bit of a postmark in one corner of the stamp, just 
to make the item acceptable to the collectors of used stamps of the early 1920s 
In the rare cases where a large portion of the cancellation was seen, this with 
the only few exceptions dealt with hereunder, consisted of one or the other of 
the forged Erivan types illustrated on page 127 of this work. In other words 
oe . used copies, even in cancelled-to-order form, are practically non- 
existent. : 


The exceptions referred to are the following: 


(a) quite a number of copies of the 250 roubles indigo, perforated, are 
known, both loose and on genuine postal covers, with cancellations of a few 
provincial towns, with dates ranging from March to May, 1923 (see ‘page 222) 
Examination of existing covers has allowed to establish that these stamps were 
used at that late period as | gold kopek stamps. Normally, they ought to have 
received the manuscript surcharge described on page 222, but for some reason 
or another, this was omitted. : rs 


(b) one loose copy of the 25 roubles, in the Malezian collection, has a very 
heavy and smudgy genuine Alexandropol “i” postmark (see page 127) dated 
April, 1922 (day illegible). A careful examination of this stamp failed to detect 
any “4” gold surcharge, but this negative result cannot be considered conclusive 
in view of the heavy impression of the postmark, which may well have completely 
hidden the new value. Alternatively, it may be a case of a stamp in the sheet 
having missed the surcharge, an error that can easily occur with handstamped 
overprinting. While the date seems a very early one for a gold kopek value, it is 
far too late to justify the use of an unoverprinted stamp with the ridiculously 
low face value of 25 roubles. ee 


(c) the Malezian collection further contains one loose co ac r the 
1000, 2000, 5000 and 10000r., with an Erivan postmark with serial fee cohen 
all dated 6.4.22, in the type illustrated in Fig. 62. F 
As will be noticed, this type of postmark is in the 
style of cancellers used in many Russian towns in 
the early 1900s. No examples of this postmark have 
been seen so far on the numerous ordinary Russian 
stamps available with Erivan postmarks of the fore- 
runner period, nor, needless to say, on the stamps 
current in Armenia from 1918 to 1924. Had this been 
an old canceller brought back into use in 1922 to 
replace other badly worn ones, one would expect to 
find further examples of it on the surcharged issues 
of 1922 or 1923, but, although genuine used examples 
of these are more abundant than for any other 
period, not one of them shows this postmark with serial ‘‘ghe”. Under the 
circumstances, this date-stamp must be viewed with the greatest suspicion 
even if it cannot yet be definitely branded as a forgery. Wy ; 


To sum up, the available evidence fails to support the theory implied by 
the catalogue listings, that these stamps were actually issued in Armenia without 
surcharge. This result was in a way inescapable, because, as explained in caption 
2 of this Chapter, the range of values in this set was so wide that it was materially 
impossible that more than a few of them may have been required to meet existing 
postal rates during any given period. If, as asserted in some catalogues, these 
stamps had been brought into use in January, 1922, it might be conceivable 
that the denominations between say 1000 and 25000 roubles may have been 
issued on that date, provided the letter rate still was at the level of 5000 roubles 
in force six months earlier, a rather unlikely event considering the rapid sinking 
of the currency. One could cite in favour of this suggestion the fact that values 
ranging between 1000 and 15000r. are not found surcharged for the gold kopek 
issue, with the inference that the stock of these denominations may have been 
used up for postal purposes during the preceding months. Another pointer 


177 


may be found in the fact that the four unexplained used examples in the Malezian 
collection, with Erivan “‘ghe” postmark dated 6.4.22, consist precisely of these 
same values. As against these few “pros”, there are unfortunately very heavy 
“cons”: the letter rate of 5000r., in force by August, 1921, cannot have remained 
at the same level until April, 1922 (date on the Malezian items) or May (when 
the gold kopek surcharges are believed to have been introduced); assuming the 
unsurcharged high values continued to be used under higher rates, multiple 
frankings with large blocks (as are so common with Georgia and Azerbaijan 
in 1922/23) would have been necessary, and genuine used copies of these stamps 
would have been plentiful (as with the Georgian and Azerbaijani cases cited). 
Even if the franking of only a few covers had reached philatelic hands, and been 
split for retail marketing, there would be dozens of copies available, while if 
covers had been kept intact, these would have been star items at philatelic 
auctions, and records would be available. The fact that not a single example of 
these stamps came out of the “Law Courts” hoard (see page 184) seems to round 
off the case against a possible issuing of these high values without surcharge in 
the early months of 1922. 


For the foregoing reasons, the First Essayan Set is therefore considered in 
the Check-List of this work as “Prepared for Use, but not issued”. The special 
case of the 250r. indigo can only be listed in the gold kopek surcharges as an 
Error “surcharge missing”, and the same status would naturally apply to any 
other value, among those normally surcharged in gold kopeks, a few copies 
of which may subsequently turn up without surcharge, due to an accidental 
omission. The copy of the 25r. in the Malezian collection, referred to under (b) 
on page 177, may well be such a case. 


(6) THE SECOND ESSAYAN PICTORIAL SET. 

Much less is known regarding the preparation and marketing of the Second 
Essayan Set than for the First Set. The 1926 Soviet catalogue, which duly 
mentions the 40°% clause in respect of the First Set, including Essayan’s right 
to sell his share abroad, uses an entirely different wording regarding this Second 
Set, stating that these stamps were never issued without surcharge, and that the 
100, 10000 and 20000r. values alone (which were not surcharged) remained in 
the coffers of the Administration, while the entire stock of the remaining denomi- 
nations was surcharged. It further adds that unoverprinted stamps found on 
the market came from material looted, or received in some other illegal way. 
The inference to a leakage is clear, but, as this was written in 1926, it must be 
taken to apply exclusively to the three unutilised values (100, 10000 and 20000r.), 
since no stocks of the five other denominations are stated to have remained in 
unoverprinted form in the coffers of the Administration, nor were in fact any 
stocks of these middle values on offer in the West in that year. The quantities 
which had then leaked out of the services of the Administration must have been 
negligible, as the three values concerned (each in both listed colours) were priced 
at high levels in the Romeko catalogue of the same year, with a footnote con- 
firming the gist of the information given in the Soviet catalogue. 


The foregoing account does not exhaust the story of this issue: in the late 
1920s, further stocks of unoverprinted stamps, this time comprising all values, 
each in both colours, made their appearance in the West, and sold at much 
cheaper prices. These fresh arrivals were clearly printed from the same stones 
as the original printing, and on a substantially identical paper. Part of these 
fresh supplies had an impression as clear as on the surcharged stamps issued in 
1922, and was on the same very fine white translucent paper, without any trace 
of a mesh, while the greater portion showed increasing traces of wear of the 
stones, and a slight mesh in the paper, the mesh becoming more marked with 
very worn impressions, showing large white patches in the design. In other 
words, these fresh stocks betrayed a rather large printing from stones which 
were in good condition at the beginning, but severely deteriorated as the printing 
progressed, while the quality of paper used could be described as being of the 
same manufacture, but with successive reams allowing more and more to dis- 


tinguish a mesh. 
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Since the Erivan Administration does not appear to have held any further 
stocks of some of the denominations of this set, it must be presumed that these 
lyesh quantities came to the market through the Essayan Printing Works What 
remains to be established is whether they were part of the original 1921 printing 
held back at Constantinople by the printers, or whether they constitute a fresh 
unauthorised printing, done at a much later date. Examination of many examples 
leads the authors to believe that the former alternative may prove more likely 
(all the more so since at least one source has claimed that Erivan caused the 
stones to be destroyed after the original printing had been completed). If this 
view proves correct, it may be that Essayan printed a larger quantity than ordered 
in the belief that he would be allowed to retain the 40 o of the printing as pay- 
ment (as for the First Set), then, being refused this, held this extra quantity in 
stock for a few years, until the case, which may have remained pending, was 
finally settled, and then decided to unload this remaining quantity on the Western 
markets, either with or without Erivan’s consent. wf , 


‘ In either case, the status of the unoverprinted copies of this Second Essayan 
ct is clear: they were printed by Essayan from the original stones, at the time 
of the original printing or later, but, as stated in standard catalogues, were 
never issued for postal use. ¥ 


7) THE ERIVAN PICTORIALS IN UNISSUED COLOURS. 

The story of this set, so far as it can be retraced from Western publications 
is most unusual indeed. Unused supplies of these stamps reached the Western 
markets in 1922, at about the same time as the Second Star Set, and were 
recorded at that time as a fresh issue of the Armenian S.S.R. Soon afterwards 
the status of the stamps was challenged, and Kohl’s Part I, printed early in 
1923, could already condemn the set as a speculative issue, alleged to have 
apparently been privately printed at Vienna. This appreciation had been written 
and printed before stamps in the same designs, but in altered colours, had been 
officially issued at Erivan with surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency. ~ 


_ In its Part VIII, published in 1926, Kohl naturally had to revise its earlier 
views in the light of the existence of an officially issued series in the same designs 
It condemned the stamps in unissued colours as straight forgeries, claimed to 
have been copied from original projects for the genuine set, and placed on the 
market before the issued stamps could materialise. Most of the other standard 
catalogues omit any reference to these stamps, except Scott, who considers 
them as Essays, and Gibbons, who state they were never issued Ominously, the 
Chuchin catalogue ignores them altogether. 4 Bar 


To the best knowledge of the authors, there is no precedent in philately of 
a set of forgeries being marketed before genuine stamps in the same designs 
were issued or announced. Furthermore, had the stamps in unissued colours 
been straight forgeries, the Soviet catalogue could be expected to brand them as 
such, Instead, it fails to mention them, although it makes it clear that the set in 
issued colours was produced at the State Printing Works of the Armenian S.S.R. 
at Erivan. These works must have been supplied with stamp-printing machinery 
in 1921, as part of the program to bring the country back to normal conditions 
and, as soon as this machinery had been installed, work must have begun to 
produce a new series of stamps printed by local means, thereby freeing the 
Postal Administration from its dependence upon foreign sources (Russian 
stamps from Moscow or Essayan prints from Constantinople) for its postal 
paper. The designs adopted are crude enough to be the work of the inexperienced 
hands employed at these newly-created Printing Works, where membership to 
the Communist Party must have been a greater asset than artistic skill in securing 
the available jobs. The unusual addition of the Communist slogan “Proletars 
of all countries, unite” in prominent characters, on some of the designs, further 
illustrates the mentality and low artistic sense of the persons participating in 
the production of these stamps. The first set, in unissued colours, must have 


179 


reached active production stage by the end of 1921 or early in 1922, and either 
a quantity of Proofs, or even a limited initial printing, may have been ready 
by the time the “influential person’? mentioned in connection with the Second 
Star Set, had to seek refuge abroad. This influential person (perhaps the Soviet- 
appointed manager of the Postal Administration, or the Commissar for Posts 
and Telegraphs himself?), when leaving the country, may well have taken with 
him, in addition to stocks of the Second Star Set, supplies of either the Proofs 
or the initial printing of the new series of stamps, whichever applies (if the 
former, he may conceivably have had further quantities produced at Vienna, 
assuming Kohl’s assertion to this effect is correct). Upon his desertion, and in 
view of the leakage of stocks, Erivan had to give up the idea of issuing the 
stamps in the same colours, thus necessitating the preparation of a further set 
in altered colours. This suggestion, if correct, would account both for the avail- 
ability of the unissued stamps on the Western markets, and for their appearance 
at the same time as suppiies of the Second Star Set. 


(8) THE ERIVAN PICTORIALS IN ISSUED COLOURS. 


Under normal circumstances, this leakage of stocks of the Proofs or of the 
initial printing of the set in unissued colours, should have led the Administration 
to discard altogether the projected designs. This, however, was not done, and a 
fresh set was prepared in the same designs, but with each stamp bi-coloured, 
and printed in different colours than before. Since the stamps were now to be 
printed at two operations, the single-colour stones of the previous set could no 
longer be used, and fresh double-stones had to be prepared, one for each colour 
of the design. When doing this, the designs themselves were somewhat improved, 
with the result that the printing in the issued colours presents many differences 
in comparison with the former set, most of the stamps being in slightly larger 
size, their pictures better drawn, and their outlook sharper. 


This Erivan-printed set in the issued colours must have been ready for 
issue around the end of 1922 or beginning of 1923. Its denominations, identical 
(except for the lowest value) to those of the former set in unissued colours, 
planned over a year earlier, were of course hopelessly outdated if reckoned in 
Armenian roubles, which had continued to sink heavily during the intervening 
period. But, early in 1923, the local currencies of all Caucasian States were 
replaced by fresh notes in a new ““Transcaucasian Currency”’, at the rate of one 
Transcaucasian rouble for 100 national roubles. This reform had been planned 
several months before, and it is therefore probable that the range of values of 
the set in issued colours was kept unchanged (but for the exception noted above), 
in the belief that these denominations would fit the new rates in Transcaucasian 
currency. 


Indeed, except perhaps for the four lower values, the denominations in 
question must have been adequate to meet the postal rates in T.S.F.S.R. currency 
during the first weeks of 1923, when the letter rate was at 2000, and a little later 
at 5000 T.S.F.S.R. roubles, but, by all appearances, the stamps were not brought 
into use during that short period. Kohl’s Part VIII has indeed mentioned the 
puzzling case of an unsurcharged block of four of the 5000r., imperforate, and 
apparently postally used, but reserves comment on it, and fails to give the town 
of origin, or the date on the cancellation. Even if this item, the present where- 
abouts of which are unknown, is genuine, it would still be necessary to establish 
that it was used before the introduction of the surcharged stamps, otherwise it 
may well consist of an accidental case of a few stamps having escaped surcharging 
in a sheet that had remained imperforate (rather unusual odds, admittedly). 


The fact that the many postally used covers recorded for the first months 
of 1923 are invariably franked with gold kopek surcharges, seems to conclusively 
establish that these latter remained in exclusive use until the end of May, 1923, 
that is, well beyond the period when the Erivan-printed set could have been 
used without surcharges of a higher value. Therefore, and as stated in all standard 
catalogues, it can be taken for granted that the Erivan-printed set was never 
issued in unsurcharged condition, and that what few copies without surcharge 
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have been recorded with genuine postmarks must be stamps having accidentally 
Missed receiving the new value in an otherwise surcharged sheet. : 


The unsurcharged sets found in unused condition on the market consist of 
remainders of the original printing, which were sent to Moscow together with 
unsold stocks of the surcharged set after this latter was withdrawn from sale 
Both were gradually disposed of to the stamp trade, supplies lasting at least 
until the Second World War. It should be noted, however, that genuine unsur- 
charged Stamps are not really common, and the majority of examples seen are 
straight forgeries, as described on page 197, . } 


(9) POSTAL OPERATIONS UP TO MAY, 1922. 


ghivee been show n in the preceding captions of this Chapter that, out of the 

- ey istinct sets of stamps planned, ordered, printed or delivered during 1921, 

} re § econd Star Set alone, limited to a single denomination of 5000 roubles, can 

z peice a nahin Officially issued in Armenia for a short period ca 

ugust, 1921, being withdrawn and disclaimed later ak ; t of 
ist, sclz ater, due to leakage o 2 

remaining stocks. . oe 


One major question then arises: what stamps did the Armenian Post Offices 
use on mail between April/May, 1921 and May, 1922? In the absence of satis- 
factory evidence from postal material or other sources, no definite answer can 
yet be given to this question, but there are a number of possibilities, some of 
them rather remote, which cannot at this writing be finally discarded: 


(a) since the Soviet 1926 catalogue states that the First Star Set was issued 
and mostly used on mail, it may be that all or some values of this set (particularly 
the 500 and 1000r. denominations) were actually on sale during May or June, 
1921, and franked what few letters were mailed during those chaotic months 
without a single used copy having survived, or at least having reached the West: 


(b) considering that supplies of the Second Star Set, stated to have been 
issued ca. August, 1921, did not reach Western markets until 1922, it is entirely 
possible that this set remained on sale for a longer period than has been thoughi 
and that the irregularities leading to its withdrawal took place several months 
later. It is worth noting in this respect that dates appearing on genuine cancel- 
eo order found on these stamps are mostly of September and October, 


(c) another remote possibility is that some of the high values of the First 
Essayan Set, such as the 1000 to 15000r., which were not used later for the gold 
Surcharges, may have been issued as from January, 1922 at their original face 
value, without a single postally used copy surviving, or reaching the West (the 
four examples in the Malezian collection with Erivan “‘ghe” postmark dated 
6.4.22, referred to on page 177, would at best be cancellations-to-order, even if 
this unrecorded type of postmark could be pronounced as genuine in the future) 
These values, with the possible addition of the 25000r., may then have served 
until the end of May, 1922, but how could it then be explained that not a single 
example of these stamps franked the numerous “Law Courts” covers? ) 


(d) last, but not least, it is entirely possible that, both before and after the 
span of life of the Second Star Set, postage was paid in cash at the counters 
without any stamps being applied on the letters. Kohl’s Part VIII relates a 
similar State of affairs in Azerbaijan in 1920/21, and in Georgia from May + 
September, 1922, when ordinary letters travelled without stamps, while in 
Azerbaijan registered letters alone were franked by the Post Office clerks with 
ordinary Russian stamps. This looks by far the most likely explanation for the 
lack of postal material from Armenia during the period up to May, 1922, for if. 
as in the neighbouring countries, letters were stampless or franked with the 
very common ordinary Russian stamps, no one would have thought of saving 
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i ives of the Lé y 3, as was done 
them, or of extracting them from the archives of aero igen) mee 
i rs of the succeedi eri A cover in the G. S. ss | 
for the covers of the succeeding period. ( agree arg 2 

fr EXE i <harkov in 1921, seems to support this view. 
sent from Alexandropol to Kharko : ‘ Ot es die. iar 
'S e back a 5r. sté ith HH Monogram, applied « é 
cover bears on the back a 5r. stamp w 1 Monogram, applic = eetee 
of the envelope, presumably to act as a seal, ae re as pn ain 
+ the letter rate, which he een raised to 25r. as far back as f 
to cover the letter rate, which had beet Mee AGE R8 DHONERPES, 
1920. In fact, the stamp was left uncancelled although the cover bees Eee 
ture postmark of Alexandropol, and several manuscript copes eg Swi 2 
. al clerks e effect that the addressee could not be Ic ; 
Kharkov postal clerks, to the effect that : Kc ingen eee 
inf is clear thé > ste as not taken into account by the ste 
inference is clear that the stamp was I into a nt ; = 
Administration, and that the letter was forwarded as a ane ee ce but more 
such covers are required before definite conclusions can be drawn). 


(10) THE “GOLD KOPEK” PERIOD (MAY, 1922/MAY, 1923). 


If the postal history of Armenia during the twelve — ore 
1922, is so uncertain, the period of twelve months which fo oe ‘a ee 
striking contrast as, apart a ery Te: pr Ra ea ols oe ae a 

r the Republic, both its postal and its philatelic y have been inten: ) 
pheno The credit for the first comprehensive acta es —_ Levee 
go to Kohl’s Part VIII and to V. Kusovkin’s articles in t we % oviet ei 
while Chuchin’s catalogue of the Caucasus, published Sindee ) mt — 
also dealt at length with these stamps. The majority of the eas ae he ‘ 
are of the same period, and provide ample postal material of the bes : 


The stamp issues are covered in Chapters XXII/XXV of this work; their 
historical background is summarised hereunder. 


The Soviet economic plan for the year 1922 had fixed postal paces 
half of the pre-war levels, to be collected in the depreciated oe Price ine 2 
of the various States, at the daily rate of exchange of the “gold ri — — 
fictitious unit equivalent to 10 gold roubles). As the pre-war paige po le 
for an ordinary letter, and 14k. for a registered one, this or Q ee 2 
letters were now to be franked at 33k., and registered a at es neve . 
their equivalent in Armenian national paper currency, Tt corn re ene md 
ordinary letter was a most awkward one, and was soon raise : ; raid heap 
to higher levels (see caption 14), but this regulation fixing a sta oe oe Loci 
postage allowed the Armenian Postal Administration to issue pa Merny ob 
of postage stamps of a permanent nature, at a time w hen no such epee 
have been envisaged with the constant heavy sinking of the national cu y. 


The decisions of the Soviet economic plan do not appear to pave ‘sm 
enforced as from January, 1922. The process of re-organisation still sen — 
way in Transcaucasia, and a scheme for a merger of the three Republics to. — 
a Transcaucasian Federation was under discussion. The Federation a = 
became an accomplished fact on 13 March, 1922, but plans for id gine ee 
of the public services of the three Republics were far belind, paaes h ie 
to operate its services as a distinct entity until further notice. In act, ul xe ip 
of the currency was only achieved on 8 January, 1923, while unification o 
postal services did not take place until the Spring of that year. 


It is possible that the delays resulting from all the parleys ese 
planned changes, prevented the Armenian Postal pace geet from ade ae 
its own stamp issuing policy until the month of May, 1922, when it amass 88 
become evident that neither the currency, nor the postal services, could be uni ied 
before the next year. Sometime in the second fortnight of May, each a 
tration must have received the right to go its own way for the time es 
Azerbaijan issued its first surcharges on May 20th, and the earliest date = ~ 
so far for the Armenian gold kopek issues is May 30th. The fact that each. oma 
Administration was still acting as an independent unit is stressed by Azerbaijan 
and Georgia sticking to surcharges in their depreciated national currencies, 
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While Armenia selected the alternative of issuing a gold kopek series of more 
stable value. 


It was widely believed in the past that the gold surcharges on the Second 
Essayan Set had preceded those on the First, and also that they had been issued 
tis a Charity Set for famine relief. Neither of these views can stand the evidence 
resulting from the numerous “Law Courts” covers mentioned hereunder. The 
earliest of these covers, sent registered from Alexandropol on May 30, 1922, is 
lranked with a copy of the 3/500r. Second Essayan Set, and a copy of the 4/25r. 
First Essayan Set, the franking totalling 7 gold kopeks, as prescribed by current 
regulations for a registered letter (although this provides no clue as to how an 
ordinary letter could have been franked at 34 gold kopeks). In other words, 
this cover establishes two important facts, both of which find ample confirmation 
in later covers, these being firstly that the gold kopek surcharges on the Second 
Essayan Sct did not cover any extra Charity fee, secondly that stamps of both 
sets were already in simultaneous current use, not only in the capital Erivan, 
but also in an important provincial town as Alexandropol, as early as end May, 
1922 


It must therefore be accepted that the gold kopek surcharges issued in 
May, 1922, constituted in the eyes of the Administration a single series, for 
which basic stamps of both the First and the Second Essayan Sets were used. 
Indeed, covers of the period are franked indifferently with stamps of one or 
the other of these sets, at times in mixed frankings, and both appear to have 
lasted until the early months of 1923. For the purposes of this work, however, 
this single series is sub-divided hereunder into two sets as usual, due to the 
different basic stamps used, and for easier reference: 


(a) Gold kopek surcharges on Second Essayan Set (see Chapter XXIII); 
(b) Gold kopek surcharges on First Essayan Set (see Chapter XXIV). 


The stamps were sold at the applicable rates in national currency until 
8 January, 1923, and thereafter at the corresponding rates in the newly- 
introduced T.S.F.S.R. currency. It is interesting to note that, although the 
Armenian Postal Administration had prepared a special series of stamps to 
coincide with the introduction of the T.S.F.S.R. roubles, it refrained from 
issuing them until several months later, and, when faced with a shortage of the 
lower denominations in January/February, 1923, it had recourse to further 
emergency gold kopek issues rather than placing the new stamps on sale. These 
further gold kopek printings are the following: 


(c) handstamped 1, 2, 3 surcharges on First Essayan Set (see Chapter XXV); 
(d) manuscript 1, 2, 3 surcharges on First Essayan Set (see Chapter XXV). 


(11) THE T.S.F.S.R. CURRENCY PERIOD (JUNE-SEPTEMBER, 1923). 

It is only in June, 1923, after the Federation had unified the postal services 
of the three component States, that the gold kopek surcharges were replaced by 
a fresh series of stamps, consisting of the Erivan-printed pictorials in issued 
colours. As the range of values in this set was by this time too low for the 
current postal rates, due to the further sinking of the T.S.F.S.R. roubles, all 
denominations were surcharged before issue with a higher value (although the 
highest denomination of the unsurcharged set was the same as the lowest value 
of the surcharges, and could therefore have been issued ‘‘as is“): 


It looks probable that the gold kopek stamps were withdrawn from sale 
(and invalidated?) when the new series in T.S.F.S.R. roubles was introduced, 
hecause no cases of mixed frankings have been recorded so far on covers, despite 
the abundance of ‘“‘Law Courts” material of the period. This set in T.S.F.S.R. 
roubles remained current until September, 1923, when all unsold remainders 


were sent to Moscow, and gradually disposed of to the stamp trade (see Chapter 
XXVI). 
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(12) STAMPS OF THE T.S.F.S.R. (SEPTEMBER, 1923-JANUARY, 1924). 

With the unification of the postal services of the three States, a fresh series 
of stamps was prepared for the Federation, bearing the initials of this latter, 
and inscriptions in the languages of the component States, and in Russian. 
This was introduced throughout the territory of the Federation on 15 September, 
1923, when it replaced the Erivan-printed pictorials. 


The first set was in depreciating T.S.F.S.R. roubles, and was superseded as 
from 24 October, 1923, by another set in the same designs, but with values 
indicated in gold kopeks, in the new stabilised currency then being introduced 
throughout the various Soviet Republics which, according to the Constitution 
promulgated on 6 July, 1923, had now been amalgamated into the Union of 
Socialist Soviet Republics (U.S.S.R.), by which name they are known to this 
day. 

Stamps of the T.S.F.S.R. used in Armenia can be identified by their cancel- 
lations, and form an integral part of a collection of Armenia, both on account 
of their inscriptions in the national language, and by virtue of their designs, 
which include Mount Ararat, used as a symbol of the country (see Chapter 
XXVIII). 


The formation of the U.S.S.R. was followed by the issue of a common 
series of stamps for all the component States of the Soviet Union. These were 
brought into use in Transcaucasia as from January, 1924, when they replaced 
the special issues of the Federation, thus bringing to an end the Postal History 
of the Republic of Armenia, considered as a separate entity (see Chapter XXVIII). 


(13) THE LAW COURTS COVERS. 

Several references to this important source of postal material have been 
made in the preceding captions of this Chapter. The several scores of covers 
concerned are addressed to the Court of Appeal of Erivan, or to other District 
Law Courts at Erivan, Alexandropol or Karaklis. Most of them are registered, 
and the various inscriptions they bear indicate that they contained pleas, pro- 
tests, requests, or other evidence submitted to the Courts by senders. It is not 
known how these covers, which had evidently been kept in the archives of the 
Courts, reached the West, and a leakage cannot be altogether dismissed, but, 
considering they were addressed to Courts in several towns, it looks improbable 
that leakages could have taken place in all of these, and the most likely explana- 
tion may prove to be that they were taken away from the archives by some 
responsible members of the Soviet Administration, and sold, either officially or 
privately, to secure foreign currency. 


These covers provide most valuable data on postal affairs in Armenia 
during the period extending from ca. May, 1922 to the end of 1923. By the very 
fact that they were sent by applicants from all over the country, many of them 
show the cancellations of small provincial Offices, material from which would 
otherwise be unknown (these cancellations are illustrated on pages 186/187). 
The stamps they bear allow to fix with reasonable accuracy the dates of issue 
and period of currency of the various series of the period, and also to ascertain 
the postal rates in force (see below). The covers themselves, in all sorts of inferior 
grades of paper (some of them even consist of march-orders for soldiers of the 
Tsarist period, of sheets torn from bookkeeping registers, of grocers’ packing 
paper, or other emergency material), give a striking idea of the dreadful con- 
ditions, and shortage of every commodity, which Armenia was facing when she 
fell back into the Soviet orbit after seven years of war and trial. A mere compari- 
son of these appalling genuine covers with the productions of forgers on fine 
envelopes of American or European make, would allow the most uninformed 
beginner to ban at a glance the many faked covers still lying in collections. 
Considerations of space and cost unfortunately prevent the authors from giving 
a full description and illustrations of these covers, despite their exceptional 
interest. 
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(4) POSTAL RATES. 


a No ached indications can be given for 1921, except that the inland letter 
rm Ae me ne sy the 50 or 100r. of the Second Dashnak regime 
A r. by May, and stood at 5,000r. by A st, < ently 
ie 1,000r. by May, i at 5,000r. by August, apparently up 
" “sty or later. What level it had reached in the early scant of 1922 5 
nybody’s guess, in the total absence of postal material. — | 


As fr > “ gQ?9 the 
cao? yagi May, 1922, when the gold kopek surcharges were issued, the 
{ urts” material examined gives the following indications: 


Mens t) es Lea August, 1922: ordinary letters franked at 3 or 4 gold kopeks 
pelt Wg eal y 33k. rate, soon altered to 4k.), registered letters at 7k (May 
ee ot Sk. ne: One ig ie cover of the same period from the 
é respondence (see Chapter IV), sent abroz 9 ‘ 
verdi to Warsaw) is franked with 23k. Val ultra tas) 


(b) September, 1922 to January, 1923: registered letters at 12k 
(c) February-March, 1923: registered letters varying from 12 to 15k. 
(d) End April to May, 1923: registered letters at 20k 
ee cnc October, — ver frankings in T.S.F.S.R. currency are 
; , rdinary letters, and 200,000r. on registered ones al ith rat 
‘a i oreine ers 00, } gs s (June), with rates 
i aiaaga omg million roubles mark in November, for inland 
‘res ence. A registered letter sent abroad on 6.11.23 (Erivé Paris 
is franked with 3,800,000 roubles in T.S.F.S.R. samc, A, ome 
; Milne porhece Md gy ps 1924: inland letters at 9k. (with some 
ante ‘ aps denoting a cheaper rate for % i ist 
ee oe g a cheaper rate for local town mail), registered 


(15) REGISTRATION LABELS. 


A - ery j spect] vets - - 
cr very. = pag feature of the numerous covers of this period 
sis cations they give of the shortages of regis i sls 
Dnsists : hey g ‘ ges of registration labels he 
regular Imperial type, experienc ice "the v reuRigsney 
ype, rienced by several Offices, < ; i 

pul | ry Sev s, and of the vari omergenc 
ei » EX] i bys a ous emergenc 
ese to cope with this problem. Karaklis, Karanlug, and dearly 
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date-stamp, with inscriptions in Armenian language exclusively, was prepared, 
perhaps as an experiment, but this is rarely seen on Armenian stamps, although 
commoner on U.S.S.R. stamps after 1924. The inscriptions read YEREVAN 
at top, BOSTA (misspelt for Post”) at bottom, initials of the A.S.S.R. at sides, 
date in | line in the centre, space between date tablet and inner circle filled with 
thin vertical lines (Fig. 81). 

(B) ALEXANDROPOL - The double-circles with serial “zhe” (Fig. 18, page 6) 
and “ze” (Fig. 19, page 6), both badly worn, are the only ones really common, 
although the canceller with serial ‘i’? (see page 127) is occasionally seen. 

(C) ALLAHVERDI — This important centre of the copper mining district used 
two double-circles, both with serial “ta”, the earlier measuring 254 mm., with 
badly damaged date tablet (Fig. 63), the other measuring 29 mm., and being in 
better condition (Fig. 66). Both are fairly common. 


(D) DELIZHAN - A double-circle with serial “b” (Fig. 69), with a deep inden- 
tation between the “L” and “I” of ELIS (AVETPOL Province) at right, was in 
extensive use, and is fairly common. 

(E) DJELAL-OGLY — A 253 mm. double-circle with serial ‘tb’ (Fig. 65), which 
the postmaster of this place had managed to keep in excellent condition through- 
out the period. Mostly very clear legible strikes. Scarce. 

(F) ECHMIADZIN — A 29 mm. double-circle with serial “vy” (Fig. 68), usually 
giving clear impressions. Scarce. 

(G) ELENOVKA ~- A small 24 mm. double-circle with serial “‘b” (Fig. 70), still 
in good condition on the rare examples found on stamps of the Dashnak period, 
but badly deteriorating during the Soviet years. 1923 impressions show the 
Outer circle and the inner bars very irregular. Very scarce. 

(H) GIRYUSY — A 29 mm. double-circle with serial “‘v’’ (Fig. 76), in fairly 
good condition. Rare. 

(1) KAMARLYU - A 29 mm. double-circle with serial “ta” (Fig. 72), with bars 
enclosing date badly distorted in 1922/23. Very scarce. 


(K) KARAKLIS — A 28 mm. double-circle with serial “‘a” (Fig. 73), in fairly 
good condition, despite the heavy volume of mail from this important town. 
Common. 
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(L) KARANLUG — A 25} mm. double-circle with serial “b” (Fig. 71), with 
outer circle badly distorted at several places. Rare. 


(M) KATARSKIE ZAVODY — The same double-circle with serial ee in use 
at the time of the Zangezur provisionals, as illustrated on page 69. Smudgy 
indistinct impressions. Very rare. 


(N) KESHISHKEND — A 29} mm. double-circle with serial “a” at bottom, 
flanked by 7-point asterisks at left and right (Fig. 74). A rather unusual type of 
postmark, but in good condition, giving clear strikes. Very scarce. 


(O) NIZHNIE-AKHTY — A 29 mm. double-circle with serial “b” (Fig. 75), 
recorded inter alia on a Law Court cover franked with two pairs of the 2/2r. 
grey with red surcharge. Very rare. 


(P) NOVO-BAYAZET — Two double-circles, both with serial “*b”, measuring 
respectively 25} (Fig. 64) and 29 mm. (Fig. 67). Both are scarce. 


(Q) TAUZ-KALA ~— The special case of TAUZ (Town) situated in Armenia, 
while its Post Office at TAUZ (Station) was in Azerbaijan, was mentioned on 
page 102 of this work. Two registered Law Court covers now allow to establish 
that the Armenians opened their own Post Office at TAUZ (Town) in 1922, and 
called it TAUZ-KALA (“Tauz-Fortress”) to distinguish it from the Station 
downhill. On the first of these covers, sent to the Erivan Court on 15.12.22, 
the stamps are cancelled in manuscript with “Tzklaiskaya P/t. Otd., 15/XII/22”, 
abbreviated for ““Tauz-Kalaiskaya Pochtovaya Otdyeleniya” (‘*Postal Branch of 
Tauz-Kala”), indicating that this new Branch did not yet have a canceller. On 
the second cover, sent to the Erivan Court on 25.5.23, the stamps are cancelled 
with a very primitive double-circle, apparently of local manufacture, applied in 
a pale brownish-grey ink, and inscribed TAUZ-KALA at top (Fig. 77). This 
marking has no dating device, the space provided for it in the centre being filled 
by a manuscript ‘*25.5.23” in red ink. This new Branch naturally could not be 
expected to have registration labels in its name, and both covers display Erivan 
labels in the regular type, with “Erivan” crossed out and “Tauz-Kala” added 
in manuscript in the same red ink as the date on the postmark. 


The following Offices, in the Sharour-Nakhichevan district, had evidently 
lost their former Imperial date-stamps during the years of civil strife, and, when. 
re-opened, were provided with a fresh type of double-circle, containing name of 
town at top without indication of province, and three 8-point asterisks at bottom, 
without serial letter: 


(R) DZHULFA — This new postmark of the important railway terminal of 
Julfa (Fig. 78) is rare on Armenian stamps, but commoner on U.S.S.R. stamps 
in 1924/25. 


(S) ORDUBAT - As Fig. 79, very rare on loose stamps or covers (note the 
Soviet spelling, without “hard sign” at the end of the name). 


(T) SHAKHTAKHTY ~ As Fig. 80, very rare on loose stamps, not yet seen on 
cover. 
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CHAPTER XIX 


THE UNISSUED PICTORIAL SETS 


The pictorial sets described in this Chapter offer unlimited possibilities of 
study to the specialist. Apart from the topical and historical interest of their 
designs, the methods of production used resulted in a wide range of varieties 
worthy of the attention of the student. The Paris set offers an extraordinary 
array of essays, proofs and colour trials nowadays so closely linked with one- 
country specialisation, while at least several values of the Essayan sets have 
plating possibilities, and all should contain ample material for transfer study. 
The more primitive Erivan-printed series presents the usual range of transfers, 
flaws, defects, double perforations and other irregularities. All issues contain a 
wide range of colour variations, with many prominent shades, and different 
qualities of paper. 


A proper coverage of all these aspects would necessitate a volume by itself; 
unfortunately, such a volume is unlikely to find readers, and must therefore be 
dispensed with. As not one of the series concerned was actually issued for postal 
purposes in its original unsurcharged form, few collectors, if any, will feel 
inclined to turn their attention to a close study of unissued stamps, even though 
unused material is abundant, and could be secured without difficulty at a very 
low cost. Under the circumstances, the description of these issues will be limited 
to the bare essentials, although indications will be given in each case of the 
particular fields open to an intensive study or specialisation. 


(1) THE CHASSEPOT SET 

This set, often mentioned in earlier sections of this work, was actually 
ordered by the Dashnak Government early in 1920, and a first delivery of the 
five lower values had reached Erivan by November, 1920, apparently just in 
time to be used (for fiscal purposes only) by the Soviet regime. The balance of 
the printing of the lower values, and the whole printing of the higher values, 
was received from the printers by the Dashnak Delegation in Paris in 1921, 
and sold direct to the stamp trade. 


The stamps were recess-printed (in panes or sheets of 50), by the Chassepot 
Printing Works, Paris, on thick unwatermarked paper, pf.144, line. The gum is 
slightly toned, uneven, often crackled. The series consisted of ten values in 
three different designs, as follows: 


Ir. brown (Eagle) 25r. brown and green (Mt. Ararat) 

3r. green (Eagle) 40r. brown and orange (Woman spinning) 
5r. red (Eagle) 50r. brown and blue (Mt. Ararat) 
10r. blue (Eagle) 70r. brown and violet (Woman spinning) 
15r. violet (Eagle) 100r. brown and lake (Mt. Ararat) 


All designs included at top the Armenian inscription “HAYASTANEE 
HANRAPETUTIUN” (“Republic of Armenia’) and at bottom the word 
“ARMENIA” in latin characters. 


Apart from the normal stamps, the Dashnak Delegation in Paris appears 
to have received from the printers, both before and after the printing, a quantity 
of essays, proofs, colour trials and other varieties, all of which subsequently 
found their way to the stamp trade. The earlier essays included an upright 
design depicting Mt. Ararat (illustrated in Stanley Gibbons Monthly Circular, 
November, 1920), which was not adopted, in addition to the three accepted ones. 
Varieties of these classes of material known to the authors are recorded here- 
under: 


(A) Essays on thick card, imperf.: (B) Essays on thick card, imperf., 
1, 3, 5, 10, 15r. in Black (Eagle) of centre or frame only: 

3r. in Black (Woman spinning) 25r. in Black (centre only) 

(-) in Black (Ararat, upright design) 50, 70r. Black (frame only) 
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(C) Colour Trials, thick paper, imp. : (F) Colour Trials of Whole Stamps, 
Ir. various shades of brown imperforate, no gum: 

3r. five shades of green 25r. black and brown 

Sr. four shades of red or rose 25r. black and pale green 

Sr. brown 25r. black and pale violet 

10r. several shades of blue 25r. black and pink (centre inverted) 

15r. several shades of violet 40r. black and light brown 

40r. black and blue 

40r. black and lake 

40r. black and yellow-green 

50r. brown and blue (also perf. hor.) 

70r. brown and violet 

100r. brown and carmine-red 


(D) Colour Trials of Frames, imperf. 
(some also exist perforated): 

25r. several shades of green 

40r. several shades of orange 

40r. brownish-black 

50r. several shades of blue 


50r. several shades of violet (G) Colour Trials of Whole Stamps, 
50r. several shades of red perforated and gummed: 

50r. several shades of orange 25r. black and indigo 

50r. several shades of green 25r. black and yellow-green 

50r. several shades of brown 40r. brown and indigo 

70r. several shades of violet 50r. brown and blue 

70r. several shades of blue 50r. brown and green 

70r. several shades of red 70r. brown and dark orange 

70r. several shades of green 

70r. several shades of brown (H) Proofs of Whole Stamps, in one 


70r. shades of orange to yellow 
100r. shades of red to lake 
100r. several shades of green 


colour, imperforate, no gum: 
25r. blackish-brown 
40r. deep brown 
50r. brownish-black 
70r. brownish-black 
100r. blackish-brown 


(E) Colour Trials of Centres, 
imperforate, no gum: 
Blackish-brown (Mt. Ararat) 
Brownish-black (Mt. Ararat) (J) Proof on thick paper, perforated 
Blackish-brown (woman. spin- and gummed: 
ning) 3r. brownish-red 


In addition, a quantity of defective material (printers’ waste) was also 
received, and sold to the stamp trade. This included stamps perforated across 
the middle, others printed on both sides of the paper, etc. etc. 


A limited quantity of the 1, 3, 5, 10 and I5r. was overprinted SPECIMEN, 
with the intention of delivering it to the Universal Postal Union, at Berne, for 
distribution among its members, when Armenia would have been admitted to 
this organisation. In this connection, the authors have been officially informed 
by Mr. E. Rickli, manager of the Services of Documentation of the Swiss Postal 
Administration, that the Armenian Delegation in Paris formally applied on 
15 October, 1920, for admission to the U.P.U., by letters addressed to this 
organisation and to the Swiss Confederation. As Switzerland had not yet recog- 
nised the Treaty of Sevres, this application was kept in abeyance, and no action 
taken on it after the downfall of the Dashnak regime. For this reason, the sets 
with SPECIMEN overprint were never sent to Berne, and later found their 
way to the stamp market, together with the normal unoverprinted stamps. 


When the initial printing of these latter was exhausted, further reprints 
were made, mostly in different shades, on slightly thinner paper, and whiter 
gum. As a result, all values can be found in many shades, and particularly so the 
3, Sand 10r. The | and 15r. from the original printing are rarely seen, as, except 
for one or two sheets kept by the Delegation, the whole supply had been included 
in the consignment sent to Armenia in 1920. 


As explained on pages 158/159, this first consignment, which had reached 
Erivan just prior to the Sovietisation of Armenia, was never issued for postal 
use. Instead, the stamps were overprinted with the coat of arms of the Armenian 
S.S.R., and placed on sale for fiscal purposes only. 
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(2) THE FIRST ESSAYAN SET. 


The circumstances leading to the production of this issue have been out- 
lined in Chapter XVIII. The stamps were lithographed by the Essayan Printing 
Works, Constantinople, from designs prepared by Sarkis Khachaturian, on a 
thin smooth white paper of good quality, with a slight mesh, which runs vertically 
or horizontally according to the way the sheets were fed into the printing press. 
The direction of the mesh is useful at times in determining the stage of the 
printing. The bulk of the stamps were delivered in imperforate condition, but a 
percentage of all values was perforated 114, line. 


The composition of the sheets, as given in Kohl’s Part VIII and confirmed 
by material actually seen, was the following: 


Ir. believed identical to the 250r. 
2r. believed identical to the Sr. 
3r. believed identical to the 5r. 
Sr. 220 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 110 (11 x 10). 
25r. 220 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 110 (11 x 10). 
50r. 144 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 72 (12 x 6). 
100r. 200 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 100 (10 x 10). 
250r. 288 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 144 (16 x 9). 
500r. 162 stamps, in 2 vertically tete-beche panes of 81 (9 x 9). 
1,000r. 180 stamps, in 2 vertically tete-beche panes of 90 (15 x 6). 
2,000r. 162 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 81 (9 x 9). 
5,000r. 144 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 72 (12 x 6). 
10,000r. 210 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 105 (15 x 7). 
15,000r. 128 stamps, in 2 vertical panes of 64 (8 x 8). 
20,000r. unknown, but probably identical to 25,000r. 
25,000r. 128 stamps, in 2 vertically tete-beche panes of 64 (8 x 8). 
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The Armenian inscriptions on the stamps (abbreviated to the four initials 
H.S.KH.H. on the smaller sizes and to “HAYASTANEE S.KH.HANRAPE- 
TUTION” on the larger ones) read in full “HAYASTANEE SOSIALISTAKAN 
KHORHURTAYIN HANRAPETUTIUN”, translating ““Armenian Socialist 
Republic of the Councils”. The Armenian word ““ROUBLI” for “roubles” is 
found in full on the 2,000r. onwards, abbreviated to “RBL”’ on the 500r., to 
“R” on all other values, except on the 100r., where it is altogether omitted 
(The “*R” of ‘“Roubli” is the Armenian letter “rha’’, resembling an English 
inverted “U” with a hook at right, unlike the spelling of the Dashnak period, 
as found on the HH handstamps or the Chassepot set, where this initial ““R” 
consists of the letter ‘re’, resembling an English “‘r’’). The designs of the stamps 
are as follows: 


1, 3, 250r.: Soviet hammer and sickle in frames symbolic of Armenian art; 
2, 25, 100, 20,000r.: Armenian-style sculptures, Ani (Bagratide period); 
5r.: ruins of Bagratide capital Ani (destroyed 1064 A.D.); 
50r.: Armenian soldier, with church and Mt. Aragatz in background; 
500r.: Mt. Aragatz (13,434 ft.) with harvesters in foreground; 
1,000r.: Fisherman by Lake Sevan; 
2,000r.: General Post Office, Erivan; 
§,000r.: Ruins of church in citadel, Ani; 
10,000r.: Street scene, Erivan; 
15,000r.: Monastery on Sevan islet in Lake Sevan; 
25,000r.: Mt. Ararat (16,500 ft.) with ploughing scene in foreground. 


The manner in which the lithographic stones were prepared has not yet 
been firmly established, but multiples seen provided no evidence of use of 
intermediate transfers taken from the original design. The original designs of all 
values contain, however, what appear to have been intentional secret marks: 
in the majority of cases, these consist of one or the other of the outer frame 
lines being longer than necessary, and protruding about 4 mm. beyond the 
intersection point of the adjacent frame line (see enlargements Fig. 87, page 193). 
These irregularities are never found on the forgeries mentioned hereunder. They 
occur on all stamps in the sheet, indicating that they existed on the master 
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design, but individual stamps present in addition numerous flaws, which should 
allow interested students to reconstruct the complete pane of each value. 


It is not possible to state whether all the stamps were produced in a single 
printing, or whether two distinct printings took place for some or all values. 
Impressions from the early state of the lithographic stones are remarkably 
clear, and in shades which, in many cases, are very distinct from later ones, and 
amount for a few values to an entirely different colour. Intermediate impressions 
gradually betray the characteristics usually associated with wearing stones, while 
impressions from the worn state of the stones are poor, with many of the finer 


details of the designs failing to show, with flaws of increasing sizes, patches of 


colour, and the like. Throughout these stages, the quality of the paper remains 
constant, the only noticeable difference being that the mesh, barely visible in 
early prints, becomes heavier, while its direction changes at times in impressions 
from worn states of the stones, indicating that the sheets were fed into the press 
in a different way. Considering that the printing of such a large series must have 
taken several weeks, and perhaps months, the variations noted could very well 
have happened in a single printing, although they may just as well denote two 
distinct printings at a few months distance. As regards the numerous shades, 
these are evidently due to the fact that Essayan did not use stable basic dyes, 
but prepared his own mixtures, perhaps even on a daily basis for immediate 
needs, and each of these mixtures would of course produce a different shade. 
In some extreme cases, such as the 100, 250, 500, 20,000 and 25,000r., it is clear 
that the shade or colour of the stamps was intentionally altered. This again may 
have happened on the occasion of a second printing, or while a single printing 
was under way (if one of the components used for the ink mixtures could no 
longer be obtained), so that these cases are of no help in solving the problem. 
Until this point can be clarified, these different impressions will be presumed to 
belong to a single printing, and be classified as State A for the very early ones, 
and State B for those from intermediate or worn states of the stones. 


A single stone appears to have been used for each value, with the exception 
of the 15,000r. and perhaps the 100r. The 15,000r. exists in two distinct types, 
which can only come from two different stones. Type I has a fairly large white 
patch in the sky at the upper left corner, and the ground at lower right, near the 
stylised fish forming the frame, is faintly shaded by a few horizontal lines or 
dots, while the surface of the lake has a regular shading of horizontal lines, 
except in the last 14 mm. before it reaches the mountain in the background, 
where these lines of shading are partly interrupted by a few small white patches, 
imitating the reflection of the sun. Furthermore, the whole surface of the lake 
is covered by a series of vertical white or coloured lines, presumably due to 
faulty cleaning of the stone during its manufacture, which are barely visible on 
very clear impressions from the earliest state of the stone, but become heavier 
with later impressions, and darken the whole area, causing this state to be 
called ‘train on lake’’. This type is known to constitute the first stone of this 
value, as the Artist’s Proofs mentioned hereunder display the same characteris- 
tics. The “train on lake” effect, becoming ever more accentuated in the later 
stages of the printing, must have compelled the printers to discard the stone, 
and prepare a fresh one, but the master design was considerably retouched before 
transfers were taken for this second stone, thereby producing Type II. In Type II, 
the patch of white sky at upper left is filled with horizontal lines of dots, the 
ground at lower right has been fully shaded by a cross-pattern of diagonal 
lines, the ‘train on lake”’ effect has been eliminated, and the horizontal shading 
of the surface of the lake has been greatly reduced, with an immense white 
patch, 33 mm. deep and 18 mm. wide, extending from the column forming the 
frame at left to the tower of the church. These are the main differences, but 
retouches can be found almost everywhere in the design, including the walls of 
the monastery, where vertical lines have been added at places. The forgeries of 
this value (see below) are in a third type, characterised by a very coarse design, 
five patches of white, ca 3 mm. deep on the surface of the lake, but separated by 
areas of horizontal lines, a patch of white sky at upper left, and a ground formed 
of longer horizontal lines than Type I at lower right. All over the stamp the 
shading is inaccurate, and often blurred. The secret mark, consisting on this 
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value of a short diagonal line protruding from the outer frame-line under the 
collar of the fish, is absent in the forgeries, although clearly visible on the genuine 
Types I and II. 


The two types of the 100r. are very easily separated, but it is questionable 
whether they originate from two distinct stones. Type I is the original state of 
the stone (being the same as the Artist’s Proofs), with a marked background of 
vertical lines around the body of the winged animal, and another lighter back- 
ground of horizontal lines running through the plaited pattern at top. The 
colour is an orange verging on flesh, and the general effect is that the background 
looks darker than the body of the winged animal. In Type II, both the vertical 
and horizontal lines have either been removed or disappeared through wear of 
the stone, and the animal stands out of an almost white background. The colour 
is dull-orange to dull orange-brown, verging on ochre. It is possible that the 
original master design was improved through elimination of the background 
lines, in an effort to obtain a less crowded effect allowi ing the main feature of the 
design to stand out better, and that a second stone was prepared after this 
alteration. But no other retouching appears to have taken place, thus leaving 
open the alternative that Type II may only be a worn state of Type I. Whatever 
the case, Type II is so distinct, both in appearance and colour, that it has to be 
recognised as a collectable variety. Supplies of both types were sent to Erivan, 
as both exist with genuine gold kopek surcharges. The forgeries of this stamp 
(see below) can be easily recognised by the wrong shapes of the figures of value, 
by several other differences in the design, and by the omission of the secret 
mark found on the genuine Types I and II, which, in this case, consists of the 
horizontal frame lines enclosing the Armenian inscription at bottom protruding 
beyond the intersection point with the vertical frame line at right. 


As explained in Chapter XVIII (q.v.), 60°% of the printing of these stamps 
was delivered to Erivan and, according to the terms of his contract, Essayan 
kept the remaining 40° as payment, and promptly marketed it ‘‘outside the 
borders of the Republic’, in other words to the Western stamp trade. The 
question of whether the stamps were produced in one or two printings has little 
hearing, because the quantities delivered to Erivan comprised examples of all 
S§lages, so that, if a second printing was made, this must have taken place in 
1921, before the stamps were sent to Armenia, and has, in view of this circum- 
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stance, to be considered as part of the original supply (it is entirely possible that 
such a second printing may have been necessitated by an increase in sie peters 
originally ordered by Erivan). The large supplies of these stamps in unuse : 
condition still found on Western markets come from this Essayan share o 
40°, and have therefore to be considered as official originals of an unissued 
series of stamps. 


Despite the abundance of this genuine material, all values were soon forged 
in the West, but these forgeries, although frequently seen, are somewhat less 
common than the genuine material marketed by Essayan. The forgeries are 
very coarsely printed on a white crisp smooth cellulose paper without mesh, 
they lack all the secret marks of the genuine, their designs contain many in- 
accuracies of detail, and their colours do not match the range of shades of the 
originals. They can easily be spotted thanks to these differences when compared 
with genuine examples ex Essayan, and, for this reason, it is felt unnecessary 
to describe them here in greater detail. 


The following table will give readers an idea of the differences in shade 
between early prints (State A), prints from intermediate or worn stages of the 
stones (State B) of the genuine stamps, and the forgeries mentioned above. : 
must be stressed, however, that a wide range of shades can be found in each 
category. 


State A (clear impr.) State B (worn stones) Forgeries 
Ir. dull bluegreen pale to deep dull green olivegreen 
Zr. greyish slate brownish to deep slate brownishgrey 
3. dull rose bright rose to carmine deep red, pink 
a; dark brown dull brown to purplebrown shiny purplebr. 
25r. slategrey grey to greenish grey olivegrey 
50r. rosered to red brownred orangebrown 


100r.(1)  flesh-orange ; ree mi 
100r.(11) dull orange to ochre orangebrown yellowochre, br. 


250r. greyviolet (gv) indigo (in) dark blueblack 
500r. roselilac (rl) dull purplebrown (dp) purpleblack 
1,000r. dull turquoise dull to deep slateblue greygreen, greybl. 
2,000r. deep ochreyellow dull brownish yellow pale oliveyellow 
5,000r. dull brown chocolate deep brown 
10,000r. brownrose terra-cotta to deep flesh dull brownrose 


15,000r.(1)_ slateblue dull to dark indigo greenish slate 
5,000r.(I11) bluish slate - — 
0 000%, dull rose (ro) deep rose (dr) dull lakered 
‘ carmine to carm. lake (cl) 
lake to lakebrown (Ik) ; 
25,000r.(1) light skyblue pale milky-blue (mk) dull ultramarine 
cold blue (deeper) dull blue to greyblue to bluegrey 
25,000r.(2) olivebrown brown bronzebrown 


Apart from the foregoing issued colours, the following varieties have been 
recorded by the authors: 


(A) Artist’s Proofs: imperforate, on same paper as the issued stamps, except 
the 5,000r., which is on a toned paper looking brown when seen across light. 
Usually without gum, although a few values are exceptionally met with gum. 
A few sheets of each value were printed in varying shades of grey-black to 
black for presentation to designer S. Khachaturian, and were later split up by 
him in smaller blocks or singles, and disposed of on the market. 
(B) Colour Trials: imperf. or perf. 113, with or without a yellowish gum. These 
have only been seen for the 25,000r., in the following colours: 
25,000r. claret 25,000r. greenish-slate 25,000r. sepia 
25,000r. violet 25,000r. purple-brown 25,000r. indigo 
(Some catalogues have listed the 25,000r. claret among the stamps claimed to 


have been issued. The authors can find no evidence that supplies in this oid 
were actually sent to Armenia, as no examples are known with gold kope 
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surcharges. Admittedly, Erivan may have received this colour and refrained 
from using it, as in the case of the 1,000r. to 15,000r.) 

(©) Printers’ Waste: consisting of stamps printed on both sides of the paper, 
defective material, and other freaks. Marketed by Essayan. 


(4) THE SECOND ESSAYAN SET. 

This set was lithographed by the Essayan Printing Works, Constantinople, 
on the same quality of paper used for the First Essayan Set (see page 191). 
The Armenian inscriptions on the stamps are the same as for the First Set, with 
the title of the Republic similarly abbreviated on five values, and reduced to the 
four initials on the 250, 500 and 1,000r. The rendering of the word “ROUBLI” 
for “roubles” (the initial ““R’’ again consisting of the Armenian letter “rha’’) 
varies on the eight denominations as follows: the 100r. has a latin “*R” at left. 
ind “RBL” in Armenian at right; the 250, 500 and 10,000r. have a single “RBL” 
in Armenian; the 1,000r. has an Armenian “R” to left of figure of value, and a 
latin “R” to right of it; the 2,000r. has the unusual abbreviation “RBLI” in 
Armenian characters; the 20,000r. has two Armenian “R’’s flanking the figure 
of value; while the 5,000r. has a latin “R” at left, and a spelling mistake at 
right, where the Armenian letters read ““ABL”’ instead of “RBL”, as the initial 
letter consists of an English upright “‘U” with a hook at right (this being the 
Armenian letter A”) instead of an English inverted “*U” with hook at right 
(representing the Armenian “‘rha”’). 


The respective designs of the eight values are the following: 

100r. Armenian woman spinning; 

250r. Stork, with church and Mt. Aragatz in background; 

500r. Village scene featuring a bullock-cart; 
1,000r. Armenian woman at well: 
2,000r. Erivan railway station with Mt. Ararat in background: 
5,000r. Mounted soldier, with church and Mt. Ararat in background; 
10,000r. Eagle; 
20,000r. Shepherd. 


For this set, the lithographic stones of each value appear to have been 
prepared by means of smaller blocks of transfers from the master design, re- 
peated several times on the printing stone. In the case of the 500r. value, the 
four dots after the initials of the Armenian S.S.R. display varying shapes from 
Stamp to stamp, suggesting that each design on the secondary transfer had 
different dots. It ought therefore to be possible to plate this value without much 
difficulty, while the many flaws on the subjects of the final printing stone ought 
to allow reconstruction of the complete panes of all values. 


This set was produced late in 1921, and delivered to Erivan at the end of 
this year, or early in 1922. All values were printed in rose (the 500r. being, how- 
ever, in a distinct pink shade), and also in a dark shade of bluish-slate. According 
to the Soviet catalogue, the whole supply received in Armenia of the five middle 
values, in both colours, was surcharged in gold kopeks. The unoverprinted 
stock of the three remaining values (100, 10,000 and 20,000r.) was kept at Erivan 
but, on the admission of the Soviet catalogue, limited quantities from this stock 
‘ippear to have leaked to Western markets. These were the first to be seen, prior 
{0 1926, as no unoverprinted stocks of this Second Set had been sold by Essayan 
in 1921/22, when he placed on the market his 40°% share in the printing of the 
Virst Set. 


As regards the late supplies which came to the market after 1926 (see page 
178), these can be classified into two distinct groups: 
(A) Clear to intermediate impressions in practically the same shades (except the 
400r.) as the issued stamps with gold kopek surcharges, and on the same quality 
of paper. The 500r. however, is rose instead of pink, and grey-black instead of 
dark bluish slate; 


(B) Poor to very poor impressions from worn stones with many lines of the 


design failing to print, in paler shades than the issued stamps (redder for the set 
in rose), and on paper of similar quality, but with a more marked mesh. 
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As for the First Set, the differences between the original printing delivered 
to Armenia, and the two distinct kinds of late supplies marketed in the West 
after 1926, are tabulated hereunder: 

Original 1921 Printing Late Supplies (A) | Late Supplies (B) 
(used for gold kopek surch.) (clear prints) (worn prints) 
100r. ? ? All values: All values: 
250r. rose-red or deep blueslate rose-red (varying dull rose-red 
500r. rose-pink or deep blueslate from deep to pale) (with much more 


1,000r. rose-red or deep blueslate or red in the rose) 
2,000r. rose-red or deep blueslate deep bluish slate or 

5,000r. rose-red or deep blueslate (to paler), except much paler bluish 
10,000r. ? ? 500r. which is in slate. 
20,000r. 2 ? deep grey-black. 


(4) THE ERIVAN PICTORIALS IN UNISSUED COLOURS. 

The status of this set still remains unsettled. The circumstances of its 
appearance in unused condition on Western markets in 1922 have been related 
on page 179. The ten values forming this series are in the same designs as the 
succeeding set (see below), but in somewhat smaller size, and are lithographed 
on a thin yellowish paper of poor quality, showing a horizontal mesh. Imper- 
forate, and usually without gum. 


5r. yellow 2,000r. violet 
300r. orange 3,000r. green 
400r. brown 4,000r. brown-rose 
500r. scarlet 5,000r. vermilion 
1,000r. blue 10,000r. yellow-brown 


These stamps are rarely seen nowadays, indicating that the quantities 
marketed in 1922 cannot have been considerable. 


(5) THE ERIVAN PICTORIALS IN ISSUED COLOURS. 

This set, constituting the first stamp production of the newly-created State 
Printing Works of the Armenian S.S.R. at Erivan, is a typical product of an 
establishment under management of militant Communists without much artistic 
or technical skill. The treatment of the subjects is primitive, the colour combi- 
nations poor, and the Communist slogan “PROLETARNER BOLOR YER- 
KIRNERI, MIATSEK” (‘‘Proletars of all countries, unite’) is given much 
more prominence than the initials “H.S.KH.H.” of the Armenian §S.S.R. There 
are additional marginal lines, in the form of right angles, at corners of panes, at 
a distance of ca. 14 mm. from the outer frame of the adjoining stamps, and these 
guide lines often show on the stamps, where not cut off by the perforation. The 
stones were prepared by means of transfers of six subjects (3 x 2) from the 
master design, constituting as many constant sub-types. There are many addi- 
tional flaws or other irregularities on the final printing stone, which should 
allow to plate the stamps without difficulty. The stamps were lithographed on 
two distinct qualities of paper: 

(a) a medium white translucent paper of fair quality, without mesh (used 
for all values except the 4,000 and 5,000r.), with a pale yellowish gum; 

(b) a thick opaque paper of poor quality (looking dark brown when seen 
across light) with horizontal mesh, and yellow gum. This was only used for 
part of the printing of the 300r., and for the whole printing of the 4,000 and 
5,000r. 


All values are perforated 113, line. The designs, symbolical of the Soviet 
regime, are as follows: 
50r. Shining star over snow-capped Mt. Ararat and Soviet emblems; 
300r. Star over Mt. Ararat; 
400r. Soviet star, hammer and sickle; 
500r. Stork; 
1,000r. Boatman on Lake Sevan, with Sevan islet and monastery in background; 
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2,000r. Human-faced bird, from Ani sculptures; 

3,000r. Sower; 

4,000r. Dragon (from Ani sculptures) with star shining over Mt. Ararat; 
5,000r. Blacksmiths and shining star; 

10,000r. Ploughing scene. 


As explained on page 180, it is believed that this set was never issued with- 
out surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency, but, after the surcharged stamps had 
been withdrawn from sale, the unoverprinted remainders of the original printing 
Were sent to Moscow, wherefrom they were gradually disposed of to the stamp 
trade, together with the remainders of the surcharged stamps. 


The availability of these crudely-printed stamps induced forgers to imitate 
them, and these forgeries exist both in unsurcharged form, and with forged 
Surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency. Generally speaking, the forgeries are better 
printed than the genuine, all values being on a single quality of thicker white 
paper with a distinct mesh (designated hereunder as (c)), but the shades are 
different, and the designs display many discrepancies, including a smaller overall 
size for the majority of the values. (It should be noted, however, that the forgeries 
display at times the same kind of marginal guide lines and right angles as des- 
cribed above for the genuine stamps). The following table will show the 
differences : 


Genuine Forgeries 
Paper Main colours Paper Main aut 
50r. (a) bluegreen and orangered (c) emerald and orange 

300r. (a)(b) slateblue and buff (c) blueblack and cream 

400r. (a) blue to greyblue and pink (c) deepblue and bright rose 

500r. (a) violet and lilac (shades) (c) greyviolet and drab 
por. (a) blue and greenish blue (shades) (c) lightblue and yellowish 
2,000r. (a) greyblack to black and drab (c) greyblack and drab 
3,000r. (a) myrtle and pale green (shades) (c) myrtle and bright green 
4,000r._ (b) black and dull cinnamon (c) black and yellowbrown 
5,000r.  (b) black and salmon (shades) (c) black and dull orange 
10,000r. (a) black and flesh (to pale rose) (c) black and pale orange 


The colours listed above for the genuine stamps have been given for the 
purpose of helping readers to distinguish the forgeries which, with few excep- 
lions, are printed in more constant shades peculiar to them. The genuine, on 
the contrary, display a wide range of shades, of which the foregoing list can ‘give 
no clear idea. The Erivan Printing Works were presumably preparing their own 
mixtures of inks according to daily needs, without much concern for uniformity 
throughout the printing. All values can be found in a great variety of shades 
including the second colour used for the backgrounds. The 500r. displays the 
greatest variations, from a deep bluish-violet to much brighter reddish-violets 
or lilacs, but the 1,000r. and 3,000r. are also found in many kinds of blues or 
greens. The background colour of the 5,000r. ranges from pale to deep, the 
deepest shade being almost scarlet. Although these variations make an attractive 
display ina collection, they cannot be classified or listed separately, since they do 
not belong to distinct printings. cae 


Some values are known with background in second colour missing: these 


have only been recorded so far with surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency, but they 
may exist also without surcharge. Double or treble perforations are also found. 
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CHAPTER XX 


THE HANDSTAMPS OF THE SOVIET PERIOD 


The handstamps used between April, 1921 and September, 1923 comprise 
several distinct groups, prepared at different dates. A rational classification 
would consist in describing them under the issue, or the period, to which they 
belong, but such a method would complicate the work of the student, render 
references more difficult, and possibly create unnecessary confusion, because 
the majority of these handstamps were used for several issues, not always suc- 
ceeding each other. Furthermore, most of these handstamps consist exclusively 
of a small figure of value, and the different types recorded cannot be easily 
separated unless illustrated side by side for ready comparison. For these reasons, 
it has been felt that the most practical way to facilitate the inevitable references 
to illustrations by readers, would be to amalgamate all these groups of hand- 
stamps into a single list, with a single series of type numbers, and to describe 
them together in this Chapter. 


They will therefore be found listed hereunder in this form and, insofar as 
possible, in the same general sequence as they were prepared. Apart from these 
fresh types, the former HP and HH handstamps of the Dashnak regime were 
still available at the Erivan G.P.O., and some of them were further used at the 
beginning of the period now covered, for the First Star Set. 

The main groups referred to above are the following: 

(a) the “Star”? devices used for the First and Second Star Sets; 

(b) the handstamps containing new values ranging from | to 5,000, pre- 
pared for the Star Sets with values in depreciated national roubles. Several of 
these were later used again for the “gold kopek” sets; 

(c) the handstamps prepared in 1922/23 for the “gold kopek”’ series, with 
denominations ranging from | to 50; 

(d) two sets of handstamps ranging from 10,000 to 500,000, used exclusively 
for the issue in T.S.F.S.R. roubles of June, 1923. 


(1) THE “STAR” HANDSTAMPS. 

These were prepared in the Spring of 1921, soon after the re-occupation of 
Erivan by the Red Army, at a time when the majority of the population, and 
particularly the educated class, had fled. In a town deserted by its technicians, 
and a Post Office abandoned by most of its management and staff, it looks 
probable that, in the first stages of the re-organisation, the Soviet authorities 
had to call Russian civil servants to run the Postal Administration, and to entrust 
to some Russian or Tatar engraver the job of preparing the new handstamps. 
Although the Armenian inscriptions on these are limited to the initials of the 
Armenian S.S.R., and to the single word “POST”, they contain so many In- 
accuracies and mistakes that they just cannot be the work of an Armenian 
craftsman. Furthermore, had the Postal Administration been under an educated 
Armenian manager, he would evidently have spotted these mistakes at once, 
and rejected the handstamps as unacceptable. The Armenian initials for A.S.S.R. 
are “H.S.KH.H.”, spelt ho-se-khe-ho, the correct rendering of the word POST 
in Armenian is the one appearing on the later stamps of Transcaucasia, that is 
pure-vo-se-tune (see SG. Types 2 and 3 of Transcaucasian Federation). Instead, 
the inscriptions on these handstamps are misspelt as described hereunder for 
each type, and, as will be noticed, show variations in the spelling mistakes, 
denoting the uncertainty of the engraver, or of the foreign leader of the Post 
Office who may have closed the order. 


The handstamps consist of a rectangular frame, containing a 5-pointed 
star, with a hammer and sickle in its centre, and the following Armenian inscrip- 
tions around it: (a) the word “POST” at top; (b) the initials H.S.KH.H. around 
the star: (c) the initial “‘R” (Armenian letter ‘‘re”’) for “roubles” repeated twice 


198 


under the star, with enough space left blank for insertion of a new value at a 
second operation; (d) in the case of the larger handstamps Types 33 and 34, the 
initials of the Armenian S.S.R. repeated in Russian at bottom (C.C.P.A.). The 
pny genuine types recorded are those listed in the Soviet 1926 catalogue, as 
follows: 


Type 31: 143 x 173 mm. frame, uninterrupted at corners, with POST spelt 
pure-o-sha-da (therefore reading ‘‘Paushd”’), and initials around the star 
arranged in the following wrong order: H.KH.S.H. The initial “tho” at left has 
no head, a thick neck, a long thinner body, a long, very thick and almost hori- 
zontal leg, and a shorter foot than Type 32 (see key for this letter on page 122, 
Part Ill). There is no round dot under the star, and the “re” at left has a wider 
curve at top than the one at right (see Fig. T.31). 


Type 32: 14 x 17 mm. frame, with all four sides interrupted before the corners, 
these being occupied by a tiny dot. Spelling of POST and order of initials as in 
Type 31, but the “ho” at left, again without head, has a very short and thinner 
neck, a short almost vertical thin body, a thinner leg pointing diagonally down- 
wards, and a long and thickish almost vertical foot. The initial “khe” is larger 
than in Type 31, and the second initial “ho” at right is thinner and poorly 
shaped. All four letters of POST differ in shape from Type 31, the “sha” in 
particular having a straight top, often interrupted in the middle, while in Type 
4 it is unbroken, longer and slants downwards at right. There is a large round 
dot under the star, between the two “re’’s, and the stops following each of 
these are slightly raised (see Fig. T32, page 202). This type has been forged 
(see page 205). 


Type 33: 24 x 27 mm. thick regular frame, with POST spelt pure-vo-sha-tune 
(therefore reading “Posht”) and initials of Republic split H.KH. at left, and 
5.H. at right of star, with one “*R” of “rouble” under each group. The “A” of 
"C.C.P.A.” at bottom is wide. The letters of POST are tall, and the top of the 
“sha” begins too low, and slants upwards to right. Both letters “ho” are in a 
different style than in Types 31/32 (see Fig. T.33). 


Type 34: 24 x 27 mm. rectangle with thick irregular frame, POST and initials 
8 in Type 33, but in somewhat thinner and shorter characters. Top of letter 
“sha” more horizontal than in Type 33. “A” of C.C.P.A. narrower. Points of 
lar vary in details from Type 33, and hammer and sickle are thinner, with a 
Wider spacing between the head of the hammer and the point of the sickle. This 
{ype appears to be of weaker material than the former, and often fails to print 
clearly (see Fig. T.34). 


(2) THE NUMERAL HANDSTAMPS. 


Due to their very small size, and to the fact that they are limited to a single 
element (a figure of value consisting of one or more digits), it is practically 
impossible to supply for these handstamps a description which could be of use 
i) Separating the genuine types from the forgeries. Generally speaking, the 
hetter forgeries are close imitations of the genuine types, and of similar shapes 
tind size. The main differences will be found in the quality of the ink, in the 
ieneral appearance of the surcharges, in the play of the human factor and, above 
ill, by comparing forged surcharges with genuine specimens, a criterion which 
jurely fails, as it stresses the inevitable differences in production which cannot 
he put down in print, but never fail a critical eye. 


A first batch of “numeral” handstamps (Group “‘A”) was prepared in the 
Spring of 1921 for the Star sets. These handstamps are believed to have been 
fide of a very hard rubber, and several of them were further used in 1922 for 
(he early gold kopek surcharges. More handstamps, again in rubber (Group 
"I"), were ordered in 1922 when the gold kopek sets were introduced, and used 
concurrently with the earlier batch. A little later, a series of metal handstamps 
Were secured (Group ““C”), and used concurrently with the existing rubber types 
until the end of the gold kopek period. In 1923, a few more handstamps in much 
weaker rubber than before (Group “D’’) were used for some values in great 
tlemand. The main characteristics of these four groups are as follows: 
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GROUP “A”: handstamps of hard rubber prepared in 1921. Irregular style and 
shape of figures. Tendency to slant upwards both as regards portions of numeral’s 
design (foot of 2, flag of 5, etc.), and as regards alignment of numerals where 
handstamps contain several (such as 100, 500, 1,000). Variations due to wear or 
human factor at play can often be noticed. 


GROUP “B”: rubber-handstamps prepared in 1922. Regular and far more 
artistic style and shape of figures, with thick and thin parts clearly delineated, a 
pleasing balance in design, and marked serifs (to “1s and **4”’s) or balls (to 
*2”s, “3's and ‘‘5’’s). All figures strictly on a level plane, and those containing 
two numerals made of a single rubber-block. 


GROUP “C”: metal handstamps acquired later in 1922. Tall and narrow linear 
style, without thicker and thinner sections in design, nor serifs or balls at tips 
of figures. Where handstamps consist of more than one digit, they are formed 
by joining together distinct elements containing one digit each (plus a letter 
“ken” in the case of the ‘*50k.” surcharge). One or more of these elements often 
lost its original position in the course of printing, giving birth to varieties where 
one digit is too high in relation to the other, or slants to left or right. Impressions 
from handstamps of this group are very sharp and clear when printed in deep 
black or vermilion, but look less sharp and well defined when in grey-black or 
rose. It is believed that the difference in appearance is due exclusively to the 
density of the ink, not to use of several handstamps from a single mould. 


GROUP “D”: handstamps of weaker rubber introduced in 1923. Much larger 
numerals 1, 2 and 10, quickly deteriorating through use to still larger size, and 
heavily affected by the human factor. 


The individual handstamps belonging to these various groups are listed 
together hereunder, for easier reference. Their appearance and main characteristics 
will be apparent from the illustrations on page 202. Kohl’s, Kusovkin’s and 
Chuchin’s type numbers are given in brackets for cross reference. 


Type 35: “I” as Fig. T35, thick body with large serif at top, none at bottom. 
Group “A”, introduced in 1921, deteriorated to state illustrated as Fig. T35x by 
1922 (Kohl 1/1 TH, Kusovkin T10, Chuchin T48). 


Type 36: ‘1’ as Fig. T36, small serif at top, and a larger one at bottom. Group 
“B”, introduced in 1922. This type soon developed a small defect showing as 
an extra line across the centre of the vertical, and is illustrated in this form as 
Fig. T36x (Kohl 1/1 TI). 


Type 37: ” as Fig. T37, with taller body than Type 36, and serifs at top and 
bottom. Group uncertain, used in 1922/23. 


Type 38: “1” as Fig. T38, very thin body, very small serif at top, none at bottom. 
Group “C”’, used in 1922/23 (Kohl 1/250 TI, Kusovkin T1). 


Type 39: “1” as Fig. T39, very thick body, with small oblique serif at top. 
Group “D”, used in 1923 (Kohl 1/250 TIIl, Kusovkin T15). 


Type 40: “2” as Fig. T40, with straight foot, ending by long tail upwards. 
Group “A”, introduced in 1921 (Kohl 2/2 TH, Kusovkin TI, Chuchin T49), 


Type 41: “2” as Fig. T41, with smaller ball at top, and curved foot at bottom. 
Group “B”’, introduced in 1922. 


Type 42: ‘2” as Fig. T42, very thin body without ball or serif. Group “C” 
used in 1923 (Kohl 2/500 TI, Kusovkin T2). A damaged state of this handstamp 
with foot of “2” partly missing, is illustrated as T48x (Kohl 2/500 TLV). 


Type 43: “2” as Fig. 143, features similar to Type 40, but much larger, and 
upper half wider than lower half. Group “D”, introduced in 1923, and deteriora- 
ted quickly to still larger size (Kohl 2/500 TIII). 
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Type 44: “3° as Fig. T44, narrow irregular pattern, with poorly shaped balls 
i ends. Group “A”’, introduced in 1921. 


Type 45: “3” of wide regular shape of Group “B”, introduced in 1922. This 
hundstamp deteriorated very quickly, and is mostly found in the worn state 
iMustrated as Fig. T45x on page 202. 


Type 46: “3” as Fig. T46, tall narrow shape with a thin even body, and no 
balls at ends. Group “C”, used in 1922/23 (Kohl TI, Kusovkin T3, Chuchin 
150). 


Type 47: “4” as Fig. T47, wide regular shape, open at top, but with long vertical 
with an oblique ending at top fitting the direction of the diagonal. Group “B”, 
introduced in 1922 (Kohl 4/25 TIIl, Kusovkin T12, Chuchin T51). 

A dangerous forgery of this type (Family ‘‘N’’, see page 206) has a blunt corner 
at left, where diagonal and horizontal meet. 


Type 48: “4” as Fig. T48, same general features as Type 47, but vertical has 
much less oblique ending at top, which does not fit the direction of the diagonal. 
Apparently another handstamp of Group “‘B’’, used in 1922 (Kohl TIII). 


Type 49: TENTATIVE. A very deteriorated and apparently damaged hand- 
samp, usually printing in lighter colour on a dark background of ink espousing 
its form, due to accumulation of particles of ink in its holder. Only seen in this 
worn state, as illustrated in Fig. T49x, on the 4/1,000 slate, First Gold Kopek 
Issue. May be a late state of Type 47 or 48, but looks larger. 


Type 50: “4” tall and narrow with an even body, closed at top, and no serif 
al bottom. Metal handstamp of Group “C’”, used in 1922/23 (Kohl 4/25 TI, 
Kusovkin T4, Chuchin T52). This type may have existed in two similar hand- 
‘lamps, one of these very slightly wider than the other, as illustrated in Fig. 
150a and T50b, although the difference may be due to the human factor at 
play. 


Type 51: Armenian letter “*ken” as Fig. T51, used alone as a ‘*4’’. Metal hand- 
lamp of Group “C”, 1922/23 (Kohl TIV, Kusovkin T16, Chuchin 153). This 
{§ not an error or an accidental occurrence, but a deliberate use of this Armenian 
eharacter, which roughly resembles a “4”, to denote a 4 kopek surcharge, 
probably at a time when the handstamps of this value were proving insufficient 
{0 meet immediate needs for this denomination, which was the one in greatest 
demand, since it corresponded to the inland letter rate. This surcharge “ken” 
for “4” is usually found applied at the bottom left corner of the stamps, unlike 
the normal **4’’s, mostly found in central positions. 


Type 52: “5S” as Fig. T52, uneven shape and body, flag slanting upwards, 
lower end of vertical pointed, and marked ball at bottom. Group “A”, intro- 
duced in 1921 (Kohl TI). 


Type 53: as Fig. T53, similar to Type 52, but smaller curve at right, and 
different ball at bottom. Flag looks straight on examples seen. Group ‘*A” 
introduced in 1921. 


Vype 54: “5” as Fig. T54, wide regular shape, curved but non-slanting flag, 
lower end of vertical blunt, almost no ball at bottom. Group “‘B”’, introduced in 
1922 (Kusovkin T13, Chuchin T55). Blurred impressions from this handstamp 
‘ve at times difficult to distinguish from Type 52. 


lype 55: “S” of tall narrow shape with an even body, straight flag, no ball. 
Metal handstamp of Group “C”, used in 1922/23 (Kohl Tl, Kusovkin T5, 
Chuchin T54). The appearance of this handstamp varies according to the quality 
of ink used, as illustrated in Fig. T55a and Fig. T55b. A very dangerous forgery 
of this type (Family ‘N’’) is known in deep black, but the ink is more fluid. 

Type 56: TENTATIVE. “5” as Fig. T56, much larger than Type 52, but of 
similar shape, except that flag slants downwards, and ball is inordinately large. 
This type, illustrated in Kohl’s Part VIII as TIII, has not been seen by the 
iuthors, but, so far as can be judged from Kohls illustration, appears to belong 
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{0 a distinct handstamp which, if genuine, should be of the Group “D” of 
fubber handstamps introduced in 1923. 


Type 57: “10” as Fig. T57, rubber handstamp of Group “tA”, introduced in 
1921. The “1” is in the same shape as Type 35, and should be from the same 
mould, with addition of an “0” of narrow irregular shape. 


Type 58: “10” as Fig. T58, Group “B”, introduced in 1922. Both figures of 
wide regular shape, the “1” has serifs at top and bottom (Kohl TII, Kusovkin 
119, Chuchin T59). Dangerous forgeries exist (Families “*M” and “*N”’), 


Type 59: “10” in metal numerals of Group “C”, introduced in 1922. This 
handstamp was formed by two separate elements attached together, a “1” in 
Type 38, and a tall narrow “‘0” of the same fount. These two elements often 
loosened during the surcharging operations, and can be found in various posi- 
tions, as illustrated in Figs. T59a, T59b, T59c. (Kohl Tl, Kusovkin T6, Chuchin 
158). 


Vype 60: “10” as Fig. T60, rubber handstamp of Group “D”, used in 1923. In 
i Original state, this handstamp had larger and thicker numerals than Type 58, 
but the rubber spread with wear, and late impressions display very large dis- 
torted figures, as illustrated in Fig. T60x, often difficult to reconcile with the 
Original type (Kohl TIII, Kusovkin T17, Chuchin T60). 


Type 61: “1S” as Fig. T61, with both figures of wide regular shape, the “I” 
has serifs at top and bottom, the “5” a level curved flag and a ball. Group “B”, 
used in 1922 (Kohl TI, Kusovkin T20, Chuchin T61). Very dangerous forgeries 
exist (Families ‘‘M” and “‘N”, see page 206). 


lype 62: TENTATIVE. “15” as Fig. T62. This type, listed by Kusovkin as T7, 
hus not been seen by the authors, and is ignored by other authorities. If it actually 
exists, it should consist of two distinct metal elements, a ‘1’? in Type 38, and a 
“5” in Type 55, which may have been joined together for a very short period, to 
obtain a temporary “15” handstamp during some special emergency. No 
examples appear to be on record at this time, and if any genuine postally used 
vopies are found in the future, they should rank among the greatest rarities of 
Armenia. 


lype 63: “20” as Fig. T63, both figures of wide regular shape, the ‘*2” with a 
clear ball at top and a straight thick foot ending in a short thin serif upwards. 
Group “B’’, introduced in 1922 (Kohl TII/II[, Kusovkin T21, Chuchin T62). 
Dangerous forgeries exist, with a less sharp “2”, and the “0” either larger or 
smaller than the genuine (Families ““M” and “‘N”, see page 206). 


Type 64: ‘*20” in metal numerals of Group “*C”’, used in 1922. This handstamp 
consists of two distinct elements joined together, a ‘2’ in Type 42, and a “0” 
of the same fount. As in the case of Type 59, these two elements loosened at 
times during use, and are often found on different levels, as illustrated in Fig. 
164 (Kohl TI, Kusovkin T8, Chuchin T63). 


lype 65: “25” as Fig. T65, thickish figures with balls, thick foot to “2”, and 
flag of “5” slanting upwards. Group “A”, introduced in 1921. 


Type 66: “25” as Fig. T66, thin figures without balls, thin foot to ‘2’, flag of 
"5" almost straight. Group “A”, introduced in 1921. (Impressions from Types 
65 and 66, which were used exclusively for the First Star Set, usually are very 
indistinct). 

lype 67: “35” as Fig. T67, figures of wide regular shape, with balls. Flag of 
5” curved. Group “B”, introduced in 1922 (Kohl TI, Kusovkin T22, Chuchin 
164), Dangerous forgeries exist (see page 206). 

Type 68: “50” as Fig. T68, handstamp of Group ‘tA’, introduced in 1921. 
! igures of irregular shape, the “5” similar to Type 52, and the narrow “0” of 
ihe same fount as in Type 57. 

Type 69: “SOk” as Fig. T69, handstamp of Group “‘A”’, used in 1921. Figures 
identical to Type 68, but with addition of a further element intended to represent 
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the Armenian letter “ken” (for “kopek’’). The character used for this purpose, 
however, is in actual fact a Russian letter ‘“‘che”, which barely resembles the 
Armenian “‘ken”’ (illustrated in its correct form in Fig. T51). 


Type 70: ‘50° as Fig. T70, handstamp of Group “tA”, introduced in 1921. 
Consists of two distinct elements, a “5” in Type 54, and a wider “0” than in 
Types 68/69, often found on different levels in actual impressions (Kohl TH, 
Kusovkin T14, Chuchin T65). 


Type 71: ‘50” as Fig. T71, metal handstamp of Group “‘C”, introduced in 
1922. Consists of two separate elements, a “5” in Type 55, and a narrow “0” of 
same fount, joined together, but which often loosened during the printing, and 
can be found in various positions, as shown on Figs. T7la, T71b and T7Ic 
(Kohl TI, Kusovkin T9, Chuchin T66). 


Type 72: “50k” as Fig. T72, metal handstamp of Group “C’’, used in 1922/23. 
Same elements as Type 71, with addition of the Armenian letter “*ken’’ in Type 
51. All three elements can be found in varying positions, due to loosening of 
the holding device during use (Kohl TI, Kusovkin T18, Chuchin T67). 


Type 73: “100” as Fig. T73, with first two numerals identical to Type 57, and 
evidently from the same mould. The last “0” is narrow but shorter, and placed 
at a higher level than the “‘10’’. Group ““A”’, used in 1921. 


Type 74: “S500” as Fig. T74, with first two numerals of same mould as Type 68, 
last ‘0’? narrow but shorter, and placed at a higher level than the ‘*S0”’, as in the 
comparable Type 73. Group **A’’, used in 1921. 


Type 75: ‘‘500” as Fig. T75, with all numerals on the same level, and the ‘‘0’’s 
much wider than in Type 74. The flag of the “5S” is always missing on examples 
seen, through inferior manufacture or accident. Group “A”, introduced in 1921. 
Impressions from this handstamp, which was used exclusively for the First Star 
Set, are often indistinct. 


Type 76: ‘‘1,000” as Fig. T76, handstamp of Group “A”, used in 1921. First 


three figures from same mould as Type 73, but with addition of another ‘‘0” of 
the taller and wider fount used for Type 75. 


Type 77: ‘5,000” as Fig. T77, used in conjunction with Star handstamp in 
Type 31. Tall narrow figures, with a fairly shaped “‘S’’, and the last “0” very 
narrow. 

Type 78: “5,000” as Fig. T78, used in conjunction with Star handstamp Type 32. 
Poorly shaped “‘5’’, with straight flag, vertical too long, and lower curve far too 
small. Forgeries of this type, used for the forged Star handstamps F.201 to 
F.205, are good imitations of the genuine, but their “5S” is, to varying degrees, 
more shapely than the genuine. 


(3) THE T.S.F.S.R. CURRENCY HANDSTAMPS. 

The handstamps used for the surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency issued in 
June, 1923, are the easiest group of the Soviet period. They consist of two sets, 
each comprising only one handstamp for each denomination, as follows: 
GROUP “EB”: rubber handstamps, with ‘‘0’’s much shorter than the other 
numerals. All numerals in uniform style, tall and very narrow, reminiscent of 
the metal handstamps of Group ‘‘C”’, but the ‘‘1’’s have a short serif at bottom. 
This set consists of 9 handstamps, as follows: 

Type 79: ‘‘10,000” as Fig. T79. 
Type 80: “15,000” as Fig. T80. 
Type 81: ‘‘25,000” as Fig. T81. 


Type 82: ‘30,000” as Fig. T82. In its original state, the initial “3” is 1 mm. 
taller than the ‘‘0”’s, and its upper and lower loops are of equal size and shape, 
without balls at the ends. In the course of the printing, the upper loop of the 
“3”. broke off, at the level of the ‘0’’s, and was removed. In this damaged 
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condition (see Fig. T82x), the handstamp continued to be used, and examples 
are known in both violet and black inks. Care should be taken not to confuse 
impressions from Type 82x with Type 91: although, in both cases, all numerals 
are of equal height, it will be seen that Type 91 displays a complete “3” with a 
prominent lower loop ending with a ball, while Type 82x has a narrower be- 
headed ‘3°’ without loop at top, and without ball at bottom, 


Type 83: “50,000” as Fig. T83. 

Type 84: ‘100,000” as Fig. T84. 
Type 85: ‘*200,000” as Fig. T85. 
Type 86: “300,000” as Fig. T86. 
Type 87: ‘‘500,000” as Fig. T87. 


GROUP “F”: metal handstamps, with all numerals of equal height. The size, 
shape and style of the numerals varies, however, some of the handstamps having 
larger or wider numerals than some others, as shown hereunder. 


Type 88: “10,000” as Fig. T88, with “1” distant from first “0”, and last two 
“0"s slightly smaller and narrower than first ones. 


Type 89: “15,000” as Fig. T89, with unbalanced *‘5’’, and all “‘0’’s wide. 
Type 90: “25,000” as Fig. T90, poorly drawn “‘5”’, all “0”’s tall and narrow. 


Types 91: “30,000” as Fig. T91, upper loop of “3°? much smaller than bottom 
one, which ends in a large ball; narrow ‘0’, and all numerals smaller than in 
Types 88/90. 


Type 92: “50,000” as Fig. T92, poorly drawn “‘5”’ distant from first “0”. 

Type 93: ‘‘75,000” as Fig. T93, same style of “‘5” and general size as Type 92. 
Type 94: ‘100,000” as Fig. T94, “1” distant from “0”: same size as Type 92. 
Type 95: ‘‘200,000” as Fig. T95, “‘0’’s of rather irregular shapes. 

Type 96: ‘300,000” as Fig. T96, all numerals smaller than in Types 91/94. 
Type 97: ‘*500,000” as Fig. T97, all numerals same size as in Type 96. 


(4) FORGERIES OF THE SECOND STAR SET. 

Many forgeries exist of the Second Star Set: some of them are produced 
at a single operation, with a handstamp incorporating both the Star device and 
the new value of 5,000r., and are thus easy to detect. The more dangerous ones, 
however, are produced at two operations, like the genuine, and are described 
and illustrated hereunder. They consist of imitations of the genuine Type 32, 
and are often found on wrong shades of the basic stamps. 


; oot?) | 00% |; | e0Gn| 


wv, Vau My, U 
y2¢ Roe HX 


nn 
F20/ F202 F203 F20% F205 


22 BR Sibi BED 


Famity "O*% FORGERIES. 


F.201: the frame is interrupted at corners, like the genuine, but the dots filling 
the corners are too large, and shapeless. The handle of the hammer is always 
broken (in the genuine, it is continuous, although it may accidentally show a 
break on some faulty impressions); the sickle shows a zigzag effect; there is a 
round dot under the star, but the ‘‘sha” of ‘“‘Paushd”’ differs from the genuine. 
Distinct deep soot-black ink. 
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202: frame very similar to genuine; handle of hammer broken; in the word 


at top left. Round dot under star. Deep black ink. 


F.203: frame similar to genuine, but star, hammer and sickle too small, no dot 
under star, and a protuberance on the leg of the “ho” at left (this appears only 
accidentally on poor impressions of the genuine). All characters are poorly 
drawn, the ‘sha’ being an English ‘‘c’’. Medium black ink. P 


F.204: frame not interrupted at corners; star, hammer and sickle poorly drawn, 
and no dot under star. The ‘‘se” is too wide. Deep black ink. ‘ 


F.205: frame interrupted at corners, and round dot under star, but hammer and 
sickle small and poorly designed: stops after the ‘“‘re’s not raised, unlike the 
genuine; the “sha” in “‘Paushd” is a slanting English ‘‘c”’, Often seen with 
forged Erivan “‘d” cancellations. Greyish ink similar to genuine. 


There are other differences, but those described above constitute the easiest 
clues. For this reason, it is felt unnecessary to describe the accompanying “5,000” 
handstamps: all are fairly good imitations of Type 78. eae 


(5) FORGERIES OF THE NUMERAL HANDSTAMPS. 

The gold kopek surcharges have been extensively forged, but any attempt 
to describe or illustrate the really dangerous forgeries would be futile, as they 
closely imitate the shapes of the genuine handstamps and, due to the very smail 
size of these latter, differences in designs would be non-existent or negligible 
and bring no help to the reader. The only really useful criterion consists in com- 
paring the forgeries with genuine examples: this comparison will disclose 
differences in the inks used, in the impression of the design, and at times in the 
general appearance of the surcharge, as indicated hereunder for each family of 
forgeries: ‘ 


_ (a) Family ‘‘M”’: these forgers produced excellent imitations of the majority 
of the genuine types; generally speaking, the surcharges are accurate as regards 
the designs, but look less sharply printed and often very slightly larger than the 
genuine, due to use of a more fluid ink. The easiest clue is in the colour of the 
ink, which is a grey with a slight, but distinct, bluish tinge not found in the 
genuine. Usually met on genuine basic stamps. 


(b) Family ‘‘N’’: productions rather less accurate than the preceding ones 
although quite good imitations. The figures often have blunt corners, and are 
again rather larger than the genuine, probably because the rubber used was 
softer. The ink lacks the bluish tinge of Family ‘““M”, being either a dull grey 
or a full black, in either case more fluid than the genuine inks. The best clue is 
the general blunt appearance, as against the very sharp print of the genuine 
This family also is met on genuine basic stamps. ' 1 


(c) Family ““O”’: these are fancy productions, which would not deserve a 
mention, but for the fact that they are found on forged covers, often mixed with 
genuine surcharges added as decoys. Most of the handstamps bear no resemblance 
to the genuine types, while some (as the “6”, “7” or “9") are entirely bogus. 
The surcharges are at times applied on wrong basic stamps (as the 1,000 to 
10,000r., never used at Erivan for the gold kopek sets). The cancellations consist 
of a very poor imitation of the Erivan “‘d” postmark, made of rubber, with date 
added at a second operation. ; ; 


(d) Other fancy productions: genuine unused stamps are seen at times with 
surcharges different from those listed: all can be taken to be forgeries. 


(6) FORGERIES OF THE T.S.F.S.R. CURRENCY HANDSTAMPS. 

uh Those seen by the authors were on forgeries of the basic stamps of the 
Erivan-F rinted set (see page 197), and thus easy to detect, but more may exist on 
genuine basic stamps. The forged handstamps seen differed widely from the 
ae and poor imitations of Group “F” were used for red or violet sur- 
charges. 
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“Paushd”, the “sha” differs from the genuine, and the “da” has a pointed serif 


CHAPTER XxXI 


THE FIRST STAR SET 


This remains, at this writing, the greatest puzzle in Armenian philately. 
Apart from its status, which still has to be ascertained, it is not even known of 
how many different stamps this set actually consisted, nor whether the numerous 
items recorded so far belong to a single series, or to several distinct sets, pre- 
pared at intervals of weeks or months. 


Among the indications given in Chuchin’s 1926 Soviet ““Caucasus”’ cata- 
logue, there is one which can be accepted without misgivings, because it definitely 
figrees with the characteristics and other features appearing on the stamps. This 
is that this set was prepared in 1921, partly by overprinting stamps with Dashnak 
monograms (meaning HP or HH Monograms) found at the Post Office, partly 
by applying the same Soviet overprint on stocks of Russian stamps without 
Dashnak monogram, although, in this case again, some of these stocks were 
Simultaneously overprinted in addition with the HP or HH handstamps still 
available at the Erivan Head Office. 


Judging from the looks of the stamps, this is evidently what must have 
happened, and it allows to situate the production of this series right after the 
downfall of the Second Dashnak Regime, therefore between April and July, 
1921. The range of values found in this set (identical to those in use during the 
preceding period, with the only addition of a couple of higher denominations) 
further supports this theory. 


The story must therefore begin on this fateful day of 2 April, 1921, when the 
Red Army re-entered Erivan, deserted by the bulk of its male population, and 
Soviet officials took possession of the G.P.O. hastily abandoned by its Manage- 
ment and most of its staff after the feverish activity of the preceding weeks. 
The stocks of stamps left behind on the desks or in the coffers must have con- 
sisted of “unfinished’’ Melik-Pashaev printings and of unoverprinted ordinary 
Russian stamps, as the fugitives can be relied upon to have taken away with 
them all stocks of fully surcharged stamps. 


In the absence of qualified (or reliable) Armenians, Russian officials may 
have been temporarily appointed to run the Post Office, when this could resume 
Operations. They must have received directives to replace the Dashnak mono- 
grams by fresh handstamps, more indicative of the Soviet regime now re-estab- 
lished in Armenia. These directives may have been limited to the aspect of the 
monogram, without covering the more complex subject of applicable postal 
rates. Fresh handstamps must therefore have been ordered, with the Soviet 
emblems (star, hammer and sickle) and with the initials of the Armenian S.S.R. 
The word ‘‘Post’’ was added at top for good measure, and the initials ““R” for 
“roubles” at each side, at bottom, placed in such a way as to cover the spot 
where the indication ““kopek” appeared on the Russian stamps. This last addition 
suggests that the original idea was to sell the Russian stamps at 100 times their 
face value, as was then done in Russia proper (causing the production of the 
“Postmaster Provisionals’’). 


Due to the exodus of the Armenians, the preparation of the new hand- 
stamps must have been entrusted to Russians or Tatars. Neither of these would 
know Armenian well enough, and this may explain the extraordinary mistakes 
in spelling described in Chapter XX for Types 31 to 34. 


When the handstamps were delivered, an attempt appears to have been 
made to overprint the stamps with these “Star” devices alone, without sur- 
charging them simultaneously with a new value. This would be tantamount to 
multiplying by 100 the face value indicated on the kopek denominations, since 
the handstamps contained an “R”’ for “roubles”. The following values have 
been recorded so far with this kind of overprint, and they appear to constitute 
the first batch of stamps belonging to the First Star Set: 
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(A) Face value converted to roubles by Star overprint in Types 31/34, without 
surcharge of a new value. 


1k. perf. af with Star T32 in black. 
2k. imp. bd with Star T32 in black. 
3k. perf. ce with Star T32 in black. 
4k. perf., rosered, with Star T32 in black (also purple-black). 
5k. perf., ea with Star T32 in black. 
7k. perf., lightblue, with Star T32 in black. 
10k. perf., he with Star T32 in black. 


10/7k. perf., Romanov, with Star T32 in black. 
20/14k. perf., Romanoy, with Star T32 in black. 
20k. perf., kb with Star T32 in black. 
20k. perf., kb with HP Type E.12a (black) and Star T31 in black. 


25k. perf., Ib with Star T32 in black. 
25k. perf., lb with HP Type E.11a (black) and Star T31 in rose. 
35k. perf., mc with Star T32 in black. 
50k. perf., nd with Star T32 in black. 
70k. imp. of with Star T32 in black. 
Ir. imp. pi with Star T34 in black (also inverted). 


2r. perf., Romanov, with Star T34 in black (sideways). 
3r. perf., Romanov, with Star T34 in black (sideways). 


34r. perf., qa with Star T34 in black. 
Sr. perf. 133, indigo with Star T34 in black. 
7r.imp. sd with Star T34 in purple-black. 
10r. perf., tc with Star T34 in black. 


For this first batch, existing stocks of stamps appear to have been used as 
found, without adding an HP overprint to those which had none. 


This first attempt may have been considered unsatisfactory, because the 
Star device was printed too high on many of the copies seen, and the “‘R’’s did 
not cover the word “*kopek’’ on the stamps. This, or other reasons, may have 
led the Administration to the decision of indicating the new face value of the 
stamps by surcharging it at a second operation, in the place left vacant for it on 
the Star handstamps. 


A fresh set of handstamps, limited to the figures of value, must then have 
been ordered, and it comprised one each of the 50k. (4 rouble), 1, 2, 3, 5, 10 and 
100, and two each of the 25 and 50, probably thought to be the denominations 
in greatest demand, since the letter rate had been at 25r. at the turn of the year, 
and may have stood at 50r. at the fall of the Dashnak regime. Two 500 and one 
1,000 handstamps, which complete this set, may have been ordered a little later, 
but appear to have been produced from the same moulds as the others, with 
addition of a further “0” of different size. 


The main batch of values constituting the First Star Set was produced 
upon receipt of these handstamps, partly by surcharging each basic Russian 
stamp with the same figure of value (now of course in roubles instead of kopeks), 
partly by converting the basic Russian stamps to other, mostly higher, denomi- 
nations. Some of the basic stamps were ordinary Russian stamps and were 
surcharged “as is’’, others were overprinted with an HP monogram before 
applying the Star device and the new value, while the balance consisted of 
stocks at the Erivan Post Office (including “‘unfinished” Melik-Pashaev printings) 
already overprinted with an HP monogram. The HP monograms were applied 
uniformly in black, but the Star device and the new value are found in a variety 
of inks, comprising deep black, purple-black, bluish-black, violet, purple, dull 
brick-red, carmine, aniline rose, and a very washed out pale grey (almost 
illegible), which may well indicate that all these varieties were in fact experimental, 
and not necessarily prepared for issue to the public. In a few cases, the stamps 
were overprinted with the HH handstamps left from the Dashnak regime, 
rather than with the HP monograms. The only examples seen by the authors 
are of Type Ix of the 50r. HH handstamp, and this is at times applied in full, 
therefore converting the stamp to a 50r. denomination, while in other cases the 
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impression is limited to the HH monogram on the upper half of the handstamp, 
and no fresh value appears on the stamp. Other HH handstamps may have been 
similarly used. Denominations recorded by the authors are the following: 


(B) with Star Types 31/32, and Surcharge of a new value. 


50k. (T69) and Star (T31) in c’m’ne, on 50k. perf., nh 
Ir. (T35) and Star (T31/32) in black, on Ik. perf., (7) 
Ir. (T35) and Star (T31/32) in rose, on Ik. perf., (*) 
Ir. (T35) and Star (T31/32) in rose, on 35k. perf., deep brownpurple. 
2r. (T40) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 2k. imp. (*) 
2r. (T40) and Star (T31/32) in rose, on 2k. imp. (*) 


2r. (T40) and Star (T31) in black, on 4k. perf., dull red. 


3r. (T44) and Star (T31) in black, on 3k. perf., ce 
3r.(T44) — and Star (T31/32) in black, on 3k. imp. (*) 
3r. (144) and Star (T31/32) in violet, on 3k. imp. (*) 
Sr. (T52) and Star (T31) in black, on 5k. perf., ec 
Sr. (T53) and Star (T32) in black, on 5k. perf., ea 
Sr. (T52/53) and Star (T31/32) in violet, on 5k. perf. (*) 
10r. (T57) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 10k. perf. (*) 


25r.(T65) and Star (T31) in rose, on 25k. perf. | 
25r. (T65/66) and Star (T31/32) in violet, on 25k. perf. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 2k. perf. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 2k. imp. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (731/32) in black, on 3k. perf. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 3k. imp. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 5k. perf. ty 
50r. (T68) and Star (T31) in red, on 15k. perf. j 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on SOk. perf. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in rose, on SOk. perf. ( 
50r. (T68/70) and Star (T31/32) in black, on 70k. imp. ( 
100r.(T73) and Star (T31) in rose, on 10k. perf. | 


(C) with Star Types 33/34, and Surcharge of a new value. 
100r.(T73) and Star (T33/34) in red, on Ir. perf. ( 
100r.(T73) and Star (T33/34) in violet, on Ir. perf. {% 

500r. (174/75) and Star (T33/34) in violet, on Ir. i 

500r. (T74) and Star (T33) in black, on 34r. 

500r. (T74) and Star (T33) in black, on 3! 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (T33) in black, on Ir 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (133/34) in black, on 34r. 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (133/34) in red, on 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (T33/34) in violet, on 3 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (T33/34) in violet, on 34r. i 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (T33/34) in black, on 
1,000r. (T76) and Star (T33/34) in black, on 


(D) with Star Types 31/34, HP monogram, and surcharge of a new value. 
50k. (T69) and Star (T31) in red, and HP Type E.12a (bk.) on 50k. pf.,nh. 
25r. (T66) and Star (T32) rose, and HP Type E.11b (bk.) on 25k. pf., If. 
50r. (T68) and Star (T31) black, and HP Type E.11b (bk.) on 15k. pf.,jg 
50r. (T70) and Star (T32) grey, and HP Type E.11b (bk.) on 15k. pf.,ja 
500r. (T75) and Star (T34) grey, and HP Type E.18 (bk.) on 34r. pf.,qa 
500r. (T74) and Star (T33) red, and HP Type E.15x (bk.) on 34r. pf.,qa 
$00r. (T75) and Star (T34) rose, and HP Type E.18 (bk.) on 34r. pf.,qa 
500r. (T74) and Star (T33) bluish, and HP Type E.15x (bk.) on 34r. pf.,qa 
1,000r. (176) and Star (T33) red, and HP Type E.11b (bk.) on Ir. imp.,pi 


(E) with Star Types 31/32, and HH monogram, with or without new value. 

HH only (Type Ix of 50r.) in violet, and Star (T32) carmine, on 5k. pf.,ec 
HH 50r. (Type Ix of 50r.) in violet, and Star (T32) carmine, on 5k. pf.,ec 
HH 50r. (Type Ix of 50r.) in violet, and Star (T32) black, — on 10k. pf.,he 
HH 50r. (Type Ix) violet, and 5(T53) and Star (T32) rose, on 5k. pf.,ec 
HH only (Type Ix) violet, and 100(T73) and Star (T32) black, on 10k. pf.,he 
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This long list is probably incomplete, and more values may exist. Items 
followed by an asterisk (*) are listed by Chuchin in the 1926 edition of the 
Soviet Caucasus catalogue, but have not been seen by the authors. As the Soviet 
catalogue does not separate the various types of the Star overprint, nor stamps 
with HP Monogram from those without it, the descriptions given in the fore- 
going list for these particular items are unavoidably incomplete. It is probable 
that most of these items exist with only one type of Star overprint (instead of 
Types 31/32 or 33/34 as indicated), while, on the other hand, some of them 
may exist with HP Monograms of various types as well as without monogram, 
and there is even the possibility that a few may not exist at all without HP 
Monogram. 


The stamps listed by Chuchin account for 27 out of the 75 different varieties 
recorded by the authors, but all except one of them do not appear to be known 
in the West, a rather surprising state of affairs. The remaining 49 values in the 
above lists are based on examples actually seen, and are for this reason des- 
cribed with greater accuracy. The majority of the examples of these 49 values 
available in the West are nowadays scattered in a few important collections, 
and the authors wish to acknowledge with thanks the help received from Messrs. 
B. St. G. Drennan and V. Malezian, who kindly placed at their disposal the 
material in their possession, a good part of which had not been recorded before. 


The diversity of combinations recorded, the great variety of inks used, and 
the fact that only unused copies have been seen in the West, added to the great 
rarity of the stamps, seem to indicate that the majority of these, at least, must 
have been in the nature of Proofs. Chuchin’s claim that they were actually 
issued and almost entirely used up on mail, remains highly debatable for all the 
reasons cited. It is, however, possible that some of the 500r. and 1,000r. sur- 
charges, which appear to turn up (even if only in unused condition) in slightly 
greater numbers than the odd copy or two recorded of some other denomina- 
tions, may actually have been used on mail ca. May/July, 1921, at a time when 
the exodus from Erivan had reduced postal activity to such a low level that no 
used copies survived. Such a short postal usage of a limited number of values 
may have been misdescribed to Chuchin, and may have led him to consider the 
whole series as officially issued. 


While the possibility of such a limited use cannot therefore be ruled out in 
the present stage of very incomplete knowledge regarding these stamps, it would 
be definitely unwise to accept the stamps as officially issued when, despite 
Chuchin’s assertions, not a single postally used example (and furthermore not 
even a cancelled-to-order copy with a genuine postmark) appears to be available 
in the West after so many years. Until used copies are found, if ever, the authors 
can only consider these stamps as officially prepared but unissued Proofs, and 
they are listed as such in this work. 


There can be no doubt that, had material been easier to get, this set would 
have afforded a fascinating field for a specialised study, with all the combinations 
possible through use of up to three different handstamps on each stamp. But it 
looks hardly worthwhile stressing this point, when the stamps are just not to be 
had. 


Although several forgeries are known of the Star handstamps, these appear 


limited to imitations of the Second Star issue, and the authors have yet to see an 
example in a combination of values belonging to the First Star Set. 
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CHAPTER XXII 


THE SECOND STAR SET 


The case of this set has been covered at length in Chapter XVIII (page 175), 
and need not be repeated here. The story given in Kohl’s Part VIII to justify 
the deletion of these stamps, is along the same lines as the evidence given in 
the same work against the printings of HH monograms of the Second Dashnak 
regime, and can only have originated from the same source. The facts outlined 
confirm that this Second Star Set was officially prepared by the Armenian 
Postal Administration, and actually officially issued at the postal counters. This 
is further concurred to by the Michel catalogue, which states that genuine 
postally used covers franked with these stamps are known. 


It is evidently only on account of a later accidental occurrence that this 
set was posthumously repudiated by the issuing authorities. The occurrence in 
question being that the “influential person” who had issued the necessary orders 
for the production of this set, and was evidently in a position to issue such 
orders and have them obeyed by the Post Office (therefore either the Manager 
of the Postal Administration, or the Commissar for Posts and Telegraphs) later 
fell in disgrace, or fled on his own accord, and, when doing so, took with him 
what remaining stocks of these stamps he could lay his hands on. The fact that 
part of the printing of this set was stolen, or illegally smuggled out of the country, 
cannot alter the official status of the stamps, since these remained in current use 
at the postal counters for an undetermined period extending from ca. August 
to at least October, 1921, and perhaps even later. 


This Second Star Set was produced with the same ‘Star’ handstamps as 
the lower values of the First Star Set (Types 31 and 32), the new value, in this 
case 5,000r. (representing the letter rate in force at that period), being added at 
a second operation by means of two fresh handstamps prepared for this purpose 
(Types 77 and 78). The handstamping operation seems to have been entrusted 
to two distinct teams of two workers each, one of these teams using Type 31 
with Type 77, and the other Type 32 with Type 78. Judging from the many 
examples seen of these stamps, no switching of handstamps from one team to 
the a appears to have taken place, unlike the frequent changes of the Dashnak 
period. 


The basic Russian stamps used for this set consisted partly of remainders 
of stocks imported during the First Soviet Regime (including the 5r. with the 
unusual perforation 123), and partly of fresh supplies presumably requisitioned 
from Moscow after April, 1921. Ail were overprinted exclusively in black ink, 
of a fairly intense quality, but, as the workers did not revert to the inkpad after 
each strike, impressions from the under-inked handstamps often register as a 
paler grey-black to grey. 


Varieties recorded so far are the following (more may exist): 


Types 31 Types 32 
and 77 an 

5,000r. on Ir. pf. ph x ede 
5,000r. on Ir. pf. light red-brown scarce ? 
5,000r. on Ir. pf. deep brown and vermilion 7 scarce 
5,000r. on 33r. pf. qe scarce common 
5,000r. on Sr. pf. 124, rd c 5 common 
5,000r. on Sr. pf. 134, indigo scarce scarce 
pen on _ pf. pink (SG.174) scarce ? 
5,000r. on 7r. pf. sc (SG.191) ? 0 
5,000r. on 10r. pf. ta scarce ~ — 
§,000r. on 10r. pf. tc scarce common 


The stocks brought to the West by the “influential person” referred to above 
consist mainly of Types 32/78, many of the stamps being cancelled-to-order 
with the genuine date-stamps in use at Erivan (mostly Erivan “k”). Numerous 
forgeries exist: see page 205. 
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CHAPTER XXIII 


THE FIRST GOLD KOPEK ISSUE 


As explained on page 183, the stamps described in this Chapter appear to 
have been placed on sale together with those of the “Second Gold Kopek 
Issue’, and, to this extent at least, the appellation of ‘First Gold Kopek Issue” 
is misleading, when applied to these stamps of the Second Essayan set. 


In the 1926 edition of the Soviet catalogue, it is stated that the gold kopek 
surcharges on the Second Essayan Set were issued in May, 1922, comparing 
with the date of January, 1922 given in the same catalogue for the surcharges on 
the First Essayan Set. Had this January date been correct for the surcharges on 
the First Essayan Set, these would naturally have been the earliest ones, but 
this January indication is clearly a mistake, perhaps an inadvertant repetition 
of the date given in the same catalogue as the alleged month of issue of the 
First Essayan Set in unsurcharged form. (This is another of the many contra- 
dictions appearing in the 1926 Soviet catalogue, indicative of the state of 
uncertainty in which its compilers must have been as to the actual status and 
dates of use of the stamps they were listing). 


To sum up, the gold kopek surcharges on stamps of the First and Second 
Essayan Sets appear to have been issued simultaneously, and used indiscrimi- 
nately, so that, in the eyes of the Postal Administration, they probably 
constituted a single issue. There is, however, one other reason why the surcharges 
on the Second Essayan Set can deserve the title of “First Gold Kopek Issue”, 
this being that they appear to have been prepared before the others. The clue 
to this effect consists of the handstamps used for surcharging: some of the hand- 
stamps manufactured in 1921 remained in exclusive use for the preparation of the 
surcharges on the Second Essayan Set, but are no longer found on the First 
Essayan Set, or were replaced shortly after the surcharging of this latter series 
began. For instance, the “3” in Type 44 is only found on stamps of the Second 
Essayan Set, while the “5” in Type 52, used throughout the surcharging of these 
latter stamps, seems to have been set aside and replaced by other handstamps 
shortly after the surcharging of stamps of the First Essayan Set had begun. For 
this consideration, if for no other, the authors feel justified in following the 
policy adopted by most standard catalogues (except the Soviet one) of listing 
the surcharges on the Second Essayan Set as the “First Gold Kopek Issue’. 


The introduction of stamps with “gold kopek’’ surcharges was a logical 
sequel of the decisions of the Soviet Economic Plan for 1922 (see page 182) 
fixing postage rates on a stable so-called ‘“‘gold” basis, to be calculated at the 
ruling daily rate of exchange of the depreciated paper currencies. The available 
evidence from existing postal material seems to confirm that these stamps were 
only issued in May, 1922, this being the earliest date mentioned in Western 
catalogues. The earliest date known to the authors is 30 May, on the Alexan- 
dropol cover mentioned on page 183. 


The basic stamps used for this First Gold Kopek Issue consisted of five 
out of the eight values of the original printing of the Second Essayan Set, the 
totality of which is claimed to have been delivered to Erivan. The Soviet catalogue 
states that the whole printing in both colours of each of these five values was 
surcharged, and this assertion appears to be borne out by available evidence 
and facts. 


The handstamps used consisted in the first place of those introduced in 
1921 for the First Star Set (Types 35, 40, 44 and 52 of the “1”, “2”, “3” and 
**5” respectively). As these did not cover the whole range of denominations now 
needed, more handstamps had to be prepared, and the order closed for them was 
not limited to the missing values, but included as well those already available, 
so that two or three handstamps could be simultaneously used for rates in 
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greatest demand (Types 36, 37, 41, 45, 47, 48, 49(?), 54, 58, 61, 63, of the “1”, 
“27, "3", “4, 5", 10", “15” and ‘20” respectively). The authors have been 
unable to find evidence that Type 53 of the “5”, or Type 57 of the “10”, both 
available since 1921, were ever used for this issue. 


_ All the surcharges were applied in black ink, but the Soviet 1926 catalogue 
claims that the 3/S00r. slate exists with surcharge in red, and is rare thus (the 
catalogue prices this variety at 75 gold roubles, comparing with 4 gold roubles 
for the normal surcharge in black). This variety has not been seen by the authors, 
and appears to be missing from the leading Western collections. It is only 
tentatively listed hereunder. 


The basic stamps surcharged were all clear impressions (from the earliest 
State of the stones), in the distinctive shades of rose or slate described on page 
195 for the original printing of these stamps, with the 500r. displaying a marked 
difference in the rose colour from the other values. The stamps were only issued 
imperforate, in the following varieties: 


1 (T35) on 250r. rose-red 4 (T47) on 1,000r. rose-red 
1 (T36) on 250r. rose-red 4 (T48) on 1,000r. rose-red 
1 (T35) on 250r. deep blueslate 4 (T47) on 1,000r. deep blueslate 
1 (T36) on 250r. deep blueslate 4 (T48) on 1,000r. deep blueslate 
| (T37) on 250r. deep blueslate 4 (T49) on 1,000r. deep blueslate 
2 (T40) on 500r. rose-pink 5 (T52) on 2,000r. deep blueslate 
2 (T41) on 500r. rose-pink 5 (T54) on 2,000r. deep blueslate 
3 (T44) on 500r. deep blueslate 10 (T58) on 2,000r. rose-red 

(a) Variety: surcharged in red 15 (T61) on 5,000r. rose-red 
3 (T45) on 500r. deep blueslate 20 (T63) on 5,000r. deep blueslate 


The stamps remained in use throughout the period of currency of the gold 
kopek series, examples on cover having been recorded with dates as late as end 
February or March, 1923. Upon the introduction of the surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. 
currency, the remainders of this issue were withdrawn from sale, and subsequently 
sent to Moscow, where the Philatelic Agency offered them in unused condition 
to dealers. Supplies seem to have lasted until the late 1930s, and account for the 
comparative abundance of these stamps in unused condition up to the present 
day. Postally used examples are scarcer, and the same remark applies to covers, 
the majority of those known originating from the Law Courts hoard referred to 
on page 184. Both categories are found with cancellations of many Armenian 
provincial towns, denoting legitimate postal use throughout the country. No 
cancelled-to-order examples of this set have been seen so far by the authors. 


Forged surcharges are known, some of them in types closely imitating the 
genuine handstamps (see Families “‘M’’ and “N”, page 206), but they appear 
less abundant than genuine unused copies. Perhaps the low prices at which these 
unused stamps were quoted in standard catalogues while supplies were still 
available at Moscow, acted as a deterrent to forgers. All of these forgeries are 
applied, however, on the wrong basic stamps, that is on the late supplies of the 
Second Essayan Set (see description under (B) pages 195/196), instead of being 
on the original printing, and they can therefore be easily detected by the dif- 
ferences in the shades and the worn impression of the stamps themselves, without 
having to study at close range the minor differences in the appearance of the 
handstamps, or the variations in the inks used. 


CHAPTER XXIV 


THE SECOND GOLD KOPEK ISSUE 


From many angles, this issue undoubtedly constitutes the most interesting 
group of stamps ever issued by Armenia, and it is not surprising to find that it 
has been extensively studied in many countries ever since the 1920s. The pioneer 
research work of Kusovkin and Chuchin in Moscow, the long listing in the 
American Scott catalogue, and the remarkable study in Kohl’s Part VIII, this 
latter based on actual examination of the whole stock of remainders still held by 
Moscow in the middle 1920s, have provided an ample documentation on the 
handstamps used, on the characteristics and shades of the basic stamps, and on 
other historical and philatelic aspects of this issue. This documentation is com- 
pleted by the substantial amount of postal material available, this latter comprising 
not only the unused remainders sold since by Moscow to the stamp trade, but an 
abundant quantity of genuine postally used stamps, and a larger number of 
covers than for any other Armenian issue, many emanating from the Law Courts 
archives, and originating from numerous small towns. 


With such a variety of sources, it is only natural that some of the views 
expressed in the early period should require correction in the light of more 
recent research, and that some others should now have to be discarded on the 
evidence of the postal material available. One of these points, as explained in 
Chapter XXIII, concerns the actual date of issue of these stamps, which is given 
as January, 1922 by Chuchin (in the Soviet 1926 catalogue) or as mid-1922 by 
Kohl (on the assumption that this set was issued somewhat later than the First 
Gold Kopek Set). It is now evident that the First and Second Gold Kopek 
Issues were introduced simultaneously, and used concurrently, as a single series 
of stamps. The earliest date known on both is 30 May, 1922, on the Alexandropol 
cover mentioned on Page 183 (with the case of the April date on the 25r. stamp 
with no visible surcharge in the Malezian collection left pending until this 
mystery can be solved), and it can therefore be assumed that both sets were 
brought into use some time during May, 1922 (at the very most in April, but no 
earlier). 


Another theory which does not hold against facts is the explanation claimed 
to have been given by Moscow to Kohl to the effect that the surcharging was 
done in several Armenian towns, thus accounting for the various types of hand- 
stamps used. Actually, Kohl’s Part VIII, in its analysis of the types of hand- 
stamps, could find little or no support for this theory, and gave it as its opinion 
that the majority of these handstamps must have originated from Erivan. The 
evidence provided by the Law Courts covers is that every known type of 
handstamp for all denominations up to the 10k., can be found on covers mailed 
at Erivan as well as in many other provincial towns, which establishes that each 
type of handstamp was used throughout the country, and supplies must therefore 
have come from the capital. This settles the matter, and it can be emphatically 
stated that all the handstamped surcharges (as distinct from the manuscript 
ones, re which see page 222), were produced at Erivan. 


A third problem concerns the unissued denominations of the First Essayan 
Set. Only ten out of sixteen values printed by Essayan were ever used for this 
issue (or for the following Third and Fourth Gold Kopek Issues), which looks 
rather surprising, all the more so if, as suggested by Kohl, the Fourth Gold 
Kopek Issue was actually necessitated by a shortage of adhesives in the early 
months of 1923 (this, admittedly, is not necessarily the case, see Chapter XXV). 
The reason mentioned by Kohl (perhaps given by Moscow ?), that the missing 
six denominations were discarded because they featured religious subjects, does 
not hold water. The 5,000r. and 15,000r. alone have a religious motive as main 
subject. The 5r. shows a general view of the ruins of Ani, and, although the 
cathedral of the Holy Cross is one of the ruined buildings visible, its size is much 
smaller than the churches appearing in the designs of the issued 50r. and 500r, 
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basic stamps, which were not considered offensive. While the 1,000r. shows a 
fisherman, the 2,000r. the Erivan Post Office, and the 10,000r. a street scene, 
three subjects without any religious implications whatsoever. 


The possibility that the denominations from 1,000r. to 15,000r. may have 
been issued without surcharge in the first months of 1922 looks so remote that 
it hardly deserves being considered as an explanation, but even if, against all 
appearances, these stamps were actually thus issued, the existing supplies could 
not have been exhausted during that short period, as quantities printed must 
have been similar to or higher than those of the 500r., 20,000r. and 25,000r. 
values, which lasted for practically a whole year (May, 1922 to May, 1923) ina 
period of much greater mail traffic. The printing of the 15,000r alone may have 
been larger than these three latter values, since a second stone was made for this 
denomination (see page 192). Furthermore, such a supposition would still fail 
to account for the absence of the Sr. value, which could not have been of any 
use at all early in 1922. The actual reason must therefore be quite a different 
one, perhaps the same which accounts for the failure to use three of the eight 
values of the Second Essayan Set, but the authors have no plausible alternative 
to offer. 


The quantities surcharged of the ten denominations of the First Essayan 
Set utilised for this issue, appear to have comprised the whole stock of these 
values received at Erivan which, as explained in Chapter XIX, consisted of 
60% of the total printing, with an adequate percentage of the different colours 
and shades of each value, and of the different states of the stones, in most cases 
in both imperforate and perforated condition, thereby multiplying several times 
the number of varieties of collectable rank, as compared with the ten basic 
stamps used, and turning this issue into a fascinating field for study. 


The handstamps available for surcharging were those prepared in 1921 for 
the First Star Set (Group A”), supplemented by the additional ones ordered 
a little earlier for the First Gold Kopek Issue (Group “B”). The 1921 hand- 
stamps were perhaps getting worn, or were still required for the simultaneous 
surcharging of further supplies of the First Gold Kopek Issue, and few of them 
were used for the First Essayan Set (“‘1” in Type 35, “‘2”’ in Type 40, °*S” in 
Type 52, “50” in Type 70). Even these were discarded soon after. The hand- 
stamps of Group ‘“B”, however, were used for both sets, as far as possible, 
considering that the whole stock of the other issue had not yet been entirely 
surcharged. One finds, for instance, that the “1” in Type 36, the “4” in Types 
47/48, the “10” in Type 58, the “15” in Type 61, and the ‘**20” in Type 63, are 
met on both issues, but the “*2”’ in Type 41, and the ‘*3”’ in Types 44/45 remained 
exclusively in the hands of workers surcharging stamps of the First Gold Kopek 
Issue. On the other hand, the “35” of the same Group “B’’, was used for the 
Second Gold Kopek Issue, but not for the First. 


With postal rates based at one half their pre-war levels, the main demand 
was for the lowest denominations, and the existing handstamps of these pre- 
sumably proved inadequate to cope with the volume of mail, so that a further 
set of handstamps was procured almost immediately. This consisted of the 
metal handstamps of Group “‘C”’, giving a very clear and sharp impression, and 
it lasted for a full year without showing much damage. It comprised Types 38, 
42, 46, 50, 55, 59, 62(?), 64, 71, and 72, and covered the whole range of 
denominations needed except the 35 kopeks. It is not clear whether this set of 
metal numerals was limited to a single unit of each digit, or consisted of several 
units of identical fount and appearance. If the former, it is entirely possible 
that the only figures available were limited to one each of the “1”, “2”, “3”, 
“4”, “5” and one “0”, and that the handstamps comprising two figures were in 
fact nothing else than a temporary combination of two out of these six units, 
which were separated again as soon as the quantity of higher values for which 
they had been formed had been surcharged. It is just as possible, however, that 
the Post Office had at its disposal more than one unit of each digit, and that the 
compound two-figure handstamps were permanent combinations, although still 
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consisting of two separate elements tied together, as evident from the varying 
positions of one digit towards the other. Further study may lead to a solution 
of this problem, but in the meantime, the list of identifiable handstamps of 
Group “C” must necessarily be limited to one for each denomination of value, 
as has been done in Chapter XX. The contrasting appearances of some of the 
“1s and ‘5s, as registered by Kohl, are due precisely to the cause he assigns 
to them, i.e. the use of two different qualities of ink. 


The introduction of the weaker handstamps of Group “D”’, early in 1923, 
came too late to allow use of the lowest denominations of this Group (“1 and 
“2") for this issue, but the 10” in Type 60, and presumably also the “‘S”’ in 
Type 56 recorded by Kohl, were used for late printings of these values, which 
appear to have continued until the Spring of 1923. 


The inks used for this issue are of considerable importance, because they 
constitute the easiest way of separating the genuine surcharges from a number of 
very dangerous forgeries (Families ““M” and “‘N”, see page 206), which imitate 
very closely the shape and other features of the genuine handstamps, so that a 
comparison of the surcharges themselves may often prove deceitful. Two main 
qualities of ink were used at Erivan during the span of life of this Second Gold 
Kopek Issue. They have been described at great length and with perfect accuracy 
by Kohl, and their characteristics are summarised hereunder: 


(a) a good quality ink of high density, giving clear, neat and sharp impres- 
sions in DEEP BLACK or DEEP VERMILION (to BROWNISH-RED). Due 
to its high density, this ink has a tendency to accumulate around the edges of 
the handstamps and, failing proper cleaning, would cause smudgy impressions 
where the body of the numeral would show in paler hue against a background 
of deeper colour espousing its form (an occurrence already noted and described 
for some handstamps of the Dashnak period). This same quality of ink (but in 
DEEP BLACK only) was also being used for the surcharges of the First Gold 
Kopek Issue (which were applied simultaneously), and accounts for the many 
similar cases of smudgy impressions recorded on this other set (see illustrations 
Fig. T45x and T49x, page 202); 


(b) a diluted ink of poorer quality, paler and much more fluid, giving light 
impressions in GREY-BLACK to PALE GREY, not unlike those of the Dash- 
nak years. This is by far the commonest ink met on the Second Gold Kopek 
Issue, and about the only one found on the Third and Fourth Gold Kopek 
Issues introduced in 1923. Its red equivalent is an ANILINE ROSE, entirely 
distinct from the former vermilion; this rose, met on some late printings, has a 
strong tendency to spread. 


The basic stamps of the First Essayan Set were surcharged with these 
various handstamps in their order of face value, that is the “1” surcharge was 
applied on the lowest denomination (Ir.), the “2” on the 2r. stamps, and so on 
until the “50”, applied on the highest value (25,000r.). While this allocation 
certainly was the result of a pre-established scheme (no exceptions were tolerated, 
as shown by the cases of corrected surcharges mentioned hereunder), no specific 
rules appear to have been followed regarding the colour of the surcharge. Some 
values exist in both black and red, others only in black. Most of the red sur- 
charges are applied on stamps of comparatively light colour, where black shows 
just as well, while the dark indigo shade of the 250r., where a red surcharge 
would have shown much better, is only found with the “15” surcharge in black, 
the same colour being maintained for some time when the surcharge on this 
value was altered to “1” in 1923. What probably happened is that the workers 
engaged in the surcharging used what inkpads were available, and there are 
cases of mixed colours (such as dark carmine) betraying a shift from a red to a 
black inkpad, or vice-versa. Kohl reports cases of sheets (in the Moscow remain- 
ders) where some stamps in a row had the surcharge in black, and others in rose. 
He even reports a similar pair of “2” on cover. It can therefore be taken for 
granted that the different colours of the surcharge do not denote distinct print- 
ings, red and black being used indiscriminately; but the quality and density of 
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the inks used, resulting in different shades, allow to separate the earlier printings 
(dense inks in Deep Black or Vermilion) from the later ones (Grey Black or 
Aniline Rose in fluid ink). 


. The list hereunder will give an idea of the many varieties recorded, the follow- 
ing abbreviations being used for the inks: ‘~D” for dense deep black; ““G”’ for 
fluid grey-black; “V” for dense vermilion to brick-red; ““M” for mixed dark 
carmine; “R” for fluid aniline rose. For States ““A’’ and **B” of the stones, see 
page 194. 
State of (a) Imperf. (b) Perf. 114 
stones Black Red Black Red 


1(T35) on Ir. dull blue-green A D V 
Ir. dull green (shades) B DGuWY DiGe NV 
1(T36) on Ir. dull blue-green A D Vv - 
Ir. dull green (shades) B DG VV" BG ‘¥v 
1(T38) on Ir. dull green (shades) B BG °V- D.G.-v¥ 
2(T40) on 2r. greyish slate A D Vv 
2r. brownish slate (shades) B DG - D,G - 
3(T46) on 3r. dull rose A D 
3r. rose to carmine B D,G DG — 
4(T47) on 25r. slate grey A D Vv —- 
4(T48) on 25r. slate grey A D V,M = 
Pa) greenish to olivegrey B D,G D,G 
4(T50) on 25r. greenish to olivegrey By Gr re DGS: 
k(TS1) on 25r. greenish to olivegrey B D ? — 
1(T38) on 25r. do. surcharge corrected 
by completing | to 4 in mss. D 
5(TS2) on 50r. rose-red to red A Di. §- 
SOr. brownish-red (shades) B D,G D,G 
5(T55) on 501 rose-red to red A D 
50r. brownish-red (shades) B D,G — D,G 
5(T56) on 50r. brownish-red (1923 ?) B ? ~- ? 
10(T58) on 100r.(1)_ flesh-orange A D,G 
100r.(11) dull orange to ochre A DG - D,G 
100r.(11) orange-brown B G 2? 
10(TS9) on 100r.(11) dull orange to ochre A G — ? 
100r.(11) orange-brown B ? 
10(T60) on 100r.(11) dull orange to ochre A G R 
15(T61) on 250r. grey-violet A D,G 
250r. indigo B D,G 2 
15(T62) on =. 250r. indigo(?) Tentative B ? ? 
20(T63) on =: 500r. rose-lilac A D 
500r. purple-brown B G 
20(T64) on ~—-500r. purple-brown B G 
35(T67) on 20,000r. dull rose A ? 
20,000r. deep rose to lake B D D 
50(T70) on 25,000r.(1) light sky blue A — Vv 
25,000r.(2) olive-brown A ? ? 
25,000r.(2) brown B D v - 
50(T71) on 25,000r.(1) light sky-blue A D - 
25,000r.(1) pale milky-blue B ? _ G 
50k(T72) on 25,000r.(1) skyblue to cold blue A D Vv 
25,000r.(1) milkyblue to greyblue B DG — 
25,000r.(2) olive-brown A ? 
25,000r.(2) brown B DG — 


The shades listed above are limited to major categories, and do not convey 
an accurate idea of the wide range of variations found on most values, particu- 
larly in the intermediate to worn states of the stones (State “B’’), All these 
various shades of the basic stamps appear to have been surcharged more or less 
indiscriminately, and the same applies to imperforate or perforated stocks. The 
early clear impressions of the 500r. in rose-lilac seem, however, to have been 
almost exhausted during the span of life of this issue, as they are rarely seen in 
the Third Gold Kopek Issue. ; i 
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The surcharging, begun ca. May, 1922, appears to have lasted until about 
the end of the year as regards the lowest denominations of the basic stamps 
(1, 2, 3 and 25 roubles). By this time, the totality of the existing stocks of these 
had been converted to the gold kopek rates required, and, except for the 4/25r., 
were already nearly used up, at least in the larger Offices. Existing stocks of the 
50r. and 100r. basic stamps had only been partly converted at that time, and 
their surcharging to ‘5’? and ‘‘10” gold kopeks continued well into 1923, with 
fresh handstamps in Group “D” being then introduced for these two values, as 
the former ones were discarded, or proved no longer sufficient to meet the 
increasing volume of mail traffic. Only a small percentage of the available 
stocks of the 250r., 500r. and 20,000r. basic stamps had been surcharged during 
1922 with the comparatively high gold kopek rates of 15, 20 and 35k., perhaps 
in a single printing. The conversion of the remaining unsurcharged supplies of 
these three denominations continued therefore during the first months of 1923, 
but with different gold kopek values (see Chapter XXV). As regards the 25,000r. 
basic stamps, judging from the different handstamps used, it would appear that 
several printings took place at various periods, perhaps according to require- 
ments, and some of these printings, each limited to small quantities, may well 
have been produced in 1923. 


The stamps were distributed by Erivan to all Post Offices in the country 
and, unlike issues of the preceding periods, the lower values (up to 20k.) are 
often found in genuine postally used condition, loose or on cover, with cancel- 
lations of many of the smaller Offices. This abundance of material from the 
smaller towns is partly due to supplies from the Law Courts archives (see page 
184), but the main reason is no doubt to be sought in the prompt economic 
recovery of the country, and the restoration of postal and railway communica- 
tions to a normal level, after the disorganisation of the preceding years. Can- 
cellations met include markings of ambulant Postal Waggons, indicating that 
these also were again in operation, as during the Imperial years. No cancellations- 
to-order have been seen by the authors. 


The stamps are also fairly often met with in unused condition, and the 
bulk of these supplies should come from the unsold remainders withdrawn from 
sale when the set in T.S.F.S.R. currency was introduced. These remainders were 
sent to Moscow, and were still available there ca. 1925/26, when the compilers 
of Kohl’s Handbook were allowed to study them prior to preparing the Armenia 
Supplement in their Part VIII. Later, these stocks were sold to Western stamp 
dealers, Unfortunately, Kohl does not give the detailed composition of these 
stocks, but it is to be surmised that the majority consisted of the higher denomi- 
nations, the demand for which had been much smaller (indeed, the 35 and 50k. 
are very scarce to rare postally used). Stocks of the lowest values (1 to 4k.) must 
have been small and incomplete, since Kohl’s Part VIII failed to list several 
varieties already catalogued by Scott, on the contention that they had not seen 
them. This looks quite normal, as no remainders of these values existed in the 
capital, and only limited quantities left in the smallest Offices could have been 
returned to Moscow. 


Items against which a question mark is shown on the above list have not 
been seen by the authors, but have been mentioned by one source or another, 
and are tentatively listed on this account. 


The “Surcharge corrected” item listed consists of a strip of three of the 
25r., which had been surcharged by error with the “1” handstamp in Type 38, 
instead of a ‘‘4’’. On all three stamps, the “1”’ has been corrected to a “4” by a 
manuscript addition in violet ink of a diagonal and a horizontal line (resembling 
the “4” of Type 50). The strip, evidently postally used, presumably to frank a 
registered letter when the rate for this was 12k., is cancelled with the genuine 
Erivan ‘‘a” postmark, dated 4.12.22. More examples of this error may have 
been produced and corrected before use, but it is questionable whether any have 
survived. No unused examples are known. 


Many forgeries of these surcharges exist on genuine basic stamps, some 
being very dangerous: see page 206. 
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CHAPTER XXV 


THE THIRD & FOURTH GOLD KOPEK ISSUES 


(1) INTRODUCTION OF T.S.F.S.R. CURRENCY. 


Up to the end of 1922, postal fees had been collected in depreciated Armenian 
roubles, in always increasing amounts calculated to correspond to the daily 
rate of theoretical parity of the ‘gold kopek’’ fixed rates in force. As from 
8 January, 1923, these Armenian roubles were replaced by fresh banknotes in a 
new paper currency common to all Transcaucasia, and called the T.S.F.S.R. 
rouble. When introduced, this new rouble was worth 100 of the former national 


roubles, but it sank gradually, just as the former national currencies had been 
doing. 


In the case of Armenia, where the stamps then current were labelled in a 
stable “‘gold’’ currency, the depreciation of the T.S.F.S.R. rouble only meant 
that users of the postal services had to pay gradually increasing amounts in this 
new currency as the weeks and months passed by. The only reason, therefore, 
for mentioning the change of currency in this instance, is to stress the fact that, 
whereas the preceding stamps had been payable in Armenian roubles, the fresh 
issues of stamps covered in this Chapter actually had to be paid in the newly- 
introduced T.S.F.S.R. notes. 


(2) THE THIRD GOLD KOPEK ISSUE. 


As in the case of the HH Monograms, the division of the gold kopek 
surcharges on stamps of the First Essayan Set into three distinct issues is a purely 
arbitrary one. In the eyes of the Postal Administration, all gold kopek surcharges, 
including those on the Second Essayan Set, appear to have constituted a single 
series, produced according to requirements and to available stocks of stamps. 
As, however, the surcharges dealt with in this Chapter constitute a departure 
from the original scheme followed in 1922 (change of basic stamps for the 1, 2 
and 3k. denominations), it is preferable, from the philatelic point of view, to 
consider them as a separate issue, and to further sub-divide them into two 
groups, according to whether they were applied on unsurcharged stamps, or in 
the form of revaluations to already surcharged stamps. 


The main reason which led the Administration to alter the basic stamps 
allotted to the lowest gold kopek rates appears to have been the exhaustion of 
unsurcharged stocks of the 1, 2 and 3r. of the First Essayan Set, around the end 
of 1922. With the letter rate first at 4k. and later at 6k., the greatest demand 
ought to have been for the 4 and 5k. denominations, but in actual fact, covers 
of the period show a greater use of the 1, 2 and 3k., due to the long-standing 
habit of franking letters on the back with as many low values as possible pasted 
across the lids of the envelope, to act as seals. It is therefore not really surprising 
to find that, despite the availability of stamps of both the First and Second 
Essayan Sets surcharged with these low values, all existing stocks had been used 
up at the larger Offices, including the capital, and, further supplies being re- 
quired, the Administration had no other alternative than allotting more 
denominations of unsurcharged stamps to meet these lowest values. Erivan had 
in stock quite a variety of unsurcharged stamps from which to draw, including 
six values of the First Essayan Set (5, 1,000, 2,000, 5,000, 10,000 and 15,000r.) 
and three values of the Second Essayan Set (100, 10,000 and 20,000r.). Instead, 
for some unaccountable reason, it selected three values which were already being 
used for the higher gold kopek denominations, the 250r. for the 1k., the 500r. 
for the 2k., and the 20,000r. for the 3k. It is of course possible that remaining 
stocks of these three basic stamps were higher than of other available values. 


_. The surcharging of the basic stamps concerned in this altered scheme of 
utilisation appears to have begun ca. January, 1923, and they were brought into 
use at Erivan and Alexandropol almost immediately, as former supplies were 
exhausted. They were sent to the smaller Offices according to needs, but seem to 
have been available in most of these by March. 
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The handstamps used were the metal ones of Group “C” (Types 38, 42 and 
46), soon supplemented for the | and 2k. by further rubber stamps of Group 
“D” (Types 39 and 43) with, at times of stress, temporary use of the earlier 
Types 35 to 37 of the 1k. The inks then available were of the fluid diluted quality, 
giving impressions in GREY-BLACK and ANILINE ROSE (no examples of 
the condensed inks current during 1922 are found in this issue). 


The following list includes all varieties on record: items followed by an 
asterisk (*) have not been seen by the authors, but have been listed in the Soviet 
1926 catalogue or by other sources, and may therefore be presumed to exist in 
genuine condition. Their listing is tentative. 

State of (a) Imperf. (b)Perf. 114 


(1) Surcharge in BLACK stones 

1(T35) on  250r. indigo B = G 
1(T37) on 250r. grey-violet A G = 

250r. indigo B *) G 
1(T38) 250r. grey-violet A G = 

250r. indigo B (*) G 
1(T39) 250r. indigo B cm) G 
2(T42) on  500r. rose-lilac A (*) — 

500r. brown-purple B G G 
2(T42x) on =500r. brown-purple B G (*) 
2(T43) on  500r. rose-lilac A (*) — 

500r. brown-purple B G G 
3(T46) on  20,000r. deep rose to carm. lake __B, interm. G G 

20,000r. lake to brown-lake B, worn. G G 

(2) Surcharge in ANILINE ROSE. 

1(T36) on  250r. indigo B — R 
1(T38) on  250r. indigo B R 
1(T39) on .250r. indigo B — R 
2(T42) on 500r. brown-purple B (*) R 
2(T42x) on = 500r. brown-purple B — R 
2(T43) on  500r. brown-purple B — R 


The 20,000r. basic stamp is found in a wide array of shades from the inter- 
mediate and worn states of the stones, but has not yet been seen in this issue In 
the dull rose shade of the earliest state of the stones. 


All these stamps remained in use until ca. May, 1923, and are comparatively 
abundant, loose or on cover, with genuine postmarks of many Armenian towns, 
including Post Offices in the Autonomous Nakhichevan area (see Chapter 
XXIX). Unused copies are also commoner than the equivalent denominations 
of the Second Gold Kopek Issue, because the stamps of this set were still current 
at all Offices when the series in T.S.F.S.R. currency was issued, and all remainders 
were then brought back to Erivan and sent to Moscow, wherefrom they were 
gradually disposed of to the stamp trade. No cancelled-to-order examples are 
known to the authors. 


Forgeries of these surcharges appear to be more numerous, due perhaps to 
the fact that the handstamps used for this issue were simpler, and in some 
cases coarser than for the Second Gold Kopek Set, and therefore easier to 
imitate. Furthermore, the indistinct appearance of some of these surcharges, 
particularly on the dark background of the 250r. indigo, makes it more difficult 
to ascertain the accurate shape of the surcharge, and to separate the genuine 
from the forgeries. 


(3) THE MANUSCRIPT SURCHARGES (FOURTH GOLD KOPEK 

ISSUE). 

Considering that stocks of the Third Gold Kopek Issue lasted until this 
series was withdrawn from sale ca. May, 1923, it is hazardous to speculate that 
the manuscript surcharges which followed may have been an emergency stop-gap 
measure aimed at ensuring further supplies until the introduction of the series 
in T.S.F.S.R. currency, The dates recorded by the authors on the manuscript 


220 


surcharges range from March to May, 1923, and coincide with the period of 
currency of the Third Gold Kopek Issue throughout the whole country. It looks 
therefore much more likely that the Postal Administration, when issuing the 
surcharges of 1, 2 and 3k. on the new basic stamps of 250, 500 and 20,000r., 
ordered that the sale of these stamps already surcharged 15, 20 or 35k. be stopped, 
and, rather than losing the quantities bearing these higher values, decided to 
convert them to the new rates of 1, 2 and 3k. by means of a manuscript alteration 
of the existing surcharges. In other words, these manuscript surcharges appear 
to have been intended to use up existing stocks already surcharged 15, 20 or 
35k., concurrently with the new stamps of the Third Gold Kopek Issue, and not 
to supersede these latter after they would be exhausted. 


The manuscript surcharge was to consist in obliterating the second digit 
of the figure of value with the letter “k” in Russian script, thereby reducing the 
“15” surcharge to “Ik.”, the “20” to ‘2k.”, and the “35” to “3k.”. Indeed, 
these instructions appear to have been strictly complied with in the great majority 
of cases, at least as regards the 20 and 35k., although one case is known where 
the 35k. was converted to 3k. by means of a manuscript “kop.” instead of a 
“k.” only. The manuscript ‘k” was to be inserted in red ink on the 15 and 20k., 
and in violet ink on the 35k., and this directive was also uniformly followed. 


The idea of having recourse to a manuscript alteration of the existing 
surcharge, when it would have been easier and quicker to make the correction 
by means of a separate handstamp, is a fresh departure of the Administration, 
and may mean that the corrective overprint was no longer to be applied exclu- 
sively at Erivan and distributed by the G.P.O. throughout the country, but 
perhaps that each provincial Post Office was intended to overprint its own unsold 
residue of the 15, 20 and 35k. It is not clear, however, whether this fresh policy 
was immediately enforced, or whether the first supplies of the corrective over- 
prints were made exclusively at Erivan, the provincial Offices not being called 
to share in the work until they received the unsurcharged stocks of the 250r., 
re which see below. 


In any case, the first batch of manuscript surcharges is believed to have 
comprised the following stamps: 


Stateof (a) Imperf. (b) Perf. 114 


stones 


(1) Manuscript surcharge ‘‘k’’. 


1(5) k. mss. in red, on 15/250r. indigo B (*) — 
2(0) k. mss. in red, on 20/500r. br. purple B X — 
3(5) k. mss. violet, on 35/20,000, dull rose A x — 
3(5) k. mss. violet, on 35/20.000, carmine B X PA 
3(5) k. mss. violet, on 35/20,000, lake to br. lake B XxX ? 
3(5) “kop”’, in violet, on 35/20,000, lake xX - 


The corrective surcharge on the 15/250r. has only been listed in Chuchin’s 
Soviet 1926 catalogue, where it is left unpriced, leaving some doubt as to whether 
the compiler had actually seen a genuine example. The authors know of none 
on this side of the world, and this experience is confirmed by the failure of Kohl 
and all Western catalogues to mention this particular item. Its listing must 
therefore be considered as entirely tentative. 


Although manuscript surcharges, with their many variations in the hand- 
writing, would normally afford a happy hunting ground to forgers, it is a fact 
that those found on genuine used copies of the 35k. are always genuine, for the 
simple reason that the 35/20,000r. in used condition is very much rarer than its 
Manuscript counterpart. For the same reason, manuscript “ks on unused 
examples with a genuine “35” surcharge will also be usually found to be genuine, 
although in this case the difference in rarity is not so marked. But forged manu- 
script “k’’s are commoner on genuine 20,000r, stamps with a forged ‘35” 
surcharge. 


On the other hand, the greatest caution is necessary regarding the 20/500r. 
and naturally the 15/250r. (if this does exist), as manuscript corrections are 


much rarer than the normal stamps. Dates should range from March to May, 
1923. 
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As regards the Ik. denomination, it would appear that remaining stocks 
of the surcharged 15/250r. were negligible, but the Administration still had 
substantial unsurcharged stocks of the basic 250r. stamps in the indigo shade. 
Erivan may have felt that the various “1*’ handstamps in current use did not 
show well enough on the dark colour of this stamp, or perhaps the G.P.O., 
faced with a heavily increasing volume of traffic, could not spare enough workers 
to handstamp the new value on these unsurcharged stocks. Whatever the reason, 
instead of surcharging these stocks with the existing ““1’’ handstamps, a decision 
was arrived at to convert the stamps by means of a manuscript “1k.”’ surcharge, 
and to distribute the unsurcharged stamps to provincial Post Offices running 
short of this denomination, with instructions to add this manuscript surcharge 
on the spot. The provincial Postmasters, now faced with this extra work, must 
have found it exacting, particularly at a time when their own volume of business 
was distinctly on the increase. They did add the manuscript “‘Ik.”’ surcharge to 
stamps sold over the counter to applicants, but several of them, particularly in 
the larger localities, used the 250r. stamps as Ik. ones, without any distinctive 
manuscript surcharges, on letters handed to them over the counter for franking, 
and particularly on registered letters which were normally franked at the counter. 
It is possible that this practice was actually authorised by Erivan, at least as 
regards registered mail, otherwise it would be difficult to explain how it was 
tolerated. Numerous examples of unsurcharged 250r. stamps used on registered 
letters as 1k. gold stamps, have been recorded for the period March to May, 
1923, particularly from Delizhan, Karaklis and Keshishkend. Many more loose 
unsurcharged stamps are known, with postmarks of the same period of these 
localities, and also of Allahverdi, indicating a fairly wide use of these unsur- 
charged stamps. It would even appear that some Postmasters extended this 
practice to cover their remaining stocks of 250r. stamps already surcharged 
**15°°, without correcting the surcharge to “1’’ with a “k”. A registered cover 
from the Law Courts lot, sent on 25.5.23 from Tauz-Kala to the Erivan Court, 
is franked with one copy each of the 1/Ir., 4/25r., 5/50r., plus a pair of the 
15/250r., this latter without any manuscript “*k’’ altering the value to “Ik.’’. It is 
clear that the letter was not overweight, and a postage rate of 40 gold kopeks 
is out of question. The only remaining explanation is that the pair of 15/250r. 
was actually affixed by the Postmaster as Ik. stamps, without taking the trouble 
to alter the original surcharge, thereby completing the franking on this cover 
to the normal registered letter fee of 12k. (It will be noticed that this small Office 
still had remnants of the I/Ir. green at this late date, implying that it was never 
supplied with unsurcharged 250r. stamps). 


The unsurcharged stocks of the 250r. thus distributed to provincial offices 
were almost entirely of the perforated stamps, in the dark indigo colour of the 
late state of the stones. This means that the manuscript ‘Ik.’ surcharges are 
normally found on this particular variety, although a few sheets of imperforate 
stamps appear to have received the same surcharge at Erivan. Likewise, used 
copies of the 250r. without manuscript “Ik.” are always of the perforated stamp 
(only one imperforate copy known, in the Malezian collection). The following 
varieties have been recorded: 


State of (a)Imperf.  (b) Perf. 114 


(2) Manuscript surcharge of a new value. stones 
“Ik.” mss. in red ink, on 250r. grey-violet A X — 
250r. indigo B » 4 XxX 
“3k.”? mss. in violet, on 20,000r. lake B Xx 
(3) Without surcharge, used as 1k. 
(1k.) 250r. indigo B 4 xX 


The 20,000r. with manuscript “3k.” surcharge is listed by Michel and 
Zumstein, but has not been seen by the authors, and is tentatively recorded. 
The circumstances of its use in this form are not known to the authors. Imper- 
forate varieties in this last batch are rare and mostly limited to unused copies, 
claimed to come from the Moscow remainders. Extreme caution is necessary on 
these, as forgeries abound. 
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CHAPTER XXVI 


THE SURCHARGES IN TSFSR CURRENCY 


The actual reason for the replacement of the ‘‘gold kopek”’ issues by a 
fresh set with surcharges in T.S.F.S.R. currency is hard to determine. The method 
of calculating postage rates on a stable basis fixed on pre-war levels had been 
in force for a year, and had been maintained even after January, 1923, when the 
new T.S.F.S.R. notes had replaced the old national roubles. By May, the 
T.S.F.S.R. roubles were heavily depreciated, and a further monetary reform 
was being planned in Moscow for the whole of the Soviet Union, whereby all 
these discredited paper currencies were to be replaced by a new stable monetary 
system, based on the gold Chervonetz (to be worth 10 gold roubles). The gold 
kopek surcharges then current amounted in fact to an anticipation of what the 
position would be after the introduction of this new Chervonetz currency, and 
it certainly was a step backwards to resort as late as May, 1923, to a fresh issue 
based on the depreciated and obsolescent T.S.F.S.R. roubles. Nevertheless, this 
is what happened. It is possible that this change was imposed in order that the 
Armenian stamps be in the same currency as those of the sister States in the 
T.S.F.S.R. Federation (Georgia and Azerbaijan), which, at that time, were 
labelled in T.S.F.S.R. roubles. 


For this new series, the Postal Administration brought into use the first 
stamps produced at the Erivan Government Printing Works (see Erivan Pic- 
torials in issued colours, page 196). These stamps had been printed several 
months earlier, for issue in January, 1923 together with the new T.S.F.S.R. 
bank-notes, and their face values appear to have been calculated to correspond 
to the postal rates which were expected to become effective on the day of intro- 
duction of this new currency. Indeed, considering that the letter rate throughout 
Transcaucasia was fixed at 2,000 T.S.F.S.R. roubles in January, and remained 
at this level for a few weeks, this Erivan set, if issued as planned, could have 
done service in the first months of 1923 without it becoming necessary to sur- 
charge it with higher denominations. At that time, however, it was kept unutilised 
in the coffers of the Administration, and, when unearthed in May, much higher 
rates were already in force. The highest value (10,000r.) might have been used 
“tas is’, since the lowest value in the surcharged series had the same denomina- 
tion, but it was no doubt considered preferable to surcharge all existing values 
with higher amounts in T.S.F.S.R. roubles in the same order of sequence as 
their original face values. Thus, Armenia lost the opportunity of issuing at least 
one unoverprinted stamp, throughout its life as a stamp-issuing country. 


There is considerable disagreement as to the exact date when this set in 
T.S.F.S.R. currency was actually issued; the Soviet 1926 catalogue indicates 
February/May, 1923, but the February date is certainly wrong. All covers seen 
by the authors are exclusively franked with gold kopek surcharges up to May, 
1923, and the same applies to loose stamps. The earliest cover with T.S.F.S.R. 
stamps known to the authors (from the Law Courts hoard) is dated 13.6.23, 
and sent from Djelal-Ogly to the Erivan Court of Appeal. It is an ordinary 
letter, franked with a block of four of the 25,000/400r. with violet surcharge in 
Type 81. Another registered cover (from the Boel correspondence) sent from 
Allahverdi to Feignies in France, is dated 16.6.23, and is franked with three 
copies of the 100,000/2,000r. with red surcharge in Type 84. Considering that 
both these mid-June covers originate from provincial towns, it must be assumed 
that the new stamps had been available at Erivan a little earlier, say as from 
June Ist. The stamps franking these covers seem to establish that the rubber 
handstamps of Group “E” were the first to be used, and that the metal hand- 
stamps of Group “F” were introduced somewhat later. Earliest use for these 
latter appears to be August/September. 


Regarding the order of sequence of the colours of the surcharges, several 
covers ex Boel correspondence, including the one described above, are franked 
with red surcharges, and the dates on the postmarks indicate that they were 
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available in the earliest known month of use. They must therefore have been 
among the first to be produced, but the supply of red ink must have been small, 
as violet surcharges predominate right from the beginning. When switching from 
one colour to the other, the workers do not appear to have cleaned their hand- 
stamps, as most values are known in mixed lilac-rose, or red-violet, shades, 
denoting transition stages from red to violet. Black ink appears for the first 
time in July: in this early period, its use was limited, as it has only been recorded 
on three denominations (25,000, 30,000 and 50,000r.). The damage to the 30,000 
rubber handstamp in Type 82 took place at this time, as the beheaded state 
Type 82x is known with mid-July dates, in both violet and black. 


Indeed, all the rubber handstamps of Group “E” were showing signs of 
wear by end July, and impressions are usually heavier and thicker. This no 
doubt explains why they were soon replaced by the fresh set of metal hand- 
stamps of Group “‘F” (see page 205), which remained in use until the end. 
Judging from the list in the Soviet 1926 catalogue, the red and violet ink-pads 
of the earlier period appear to have been used for a very short while after the 
introduction of these metal-stamps, for the production of small quantities of the 
200,000r. in red, and of the 50,000, 100,000 and 200,000r. in violet. Kohl’s Part 
VIII lists only one of these four stamps, the 50,000r. with violet surcharge in 
Type 92, and this again is the only one actually seen by the authors, one copy 
having been recorded in the Malezian collection. There can be no doubt, how- 
ever, that, very soon after, the former inks were discarded, and replaced by two 
fresh qualities of ink, respectively black and purple-black. The purple-black ink 
is very distinct and, although it may appear as almost black on the face of the 
stamp, it clearly shows as a much lighter purple on the back, without any trace 
of black. It can also be detected by transparence (A similar ink is listed in the 
Stanley Gibbons catalogue for some of the 1915/16 overprints of the N.W. 
Pacific Islands). 


The surcharges can be found in all sorts of positions: horizontal, vertical 
(reading up or down), or diagonal in varying degrees (again reading upwards or 
downwards). For most values, the horizontal position is the commonest, but the 
30,000r. has not yet been recorded thus (normal for it is vertical), while the 
200,000r. is commoner in vertical position (reading either up or down) and is 
rarely seen in diagonal form. 


Genuine postally used unsurcharged examples are known of some values, 
but all fully identified cases have cancellations with dates coinciding with the 
period of currency of the surcharged stamps, and must therefore have come 
from sheets where one or more stamps accidentally escaped receiving the regular 
surcharge. As such, all these cases have to be considered as errors in the sur- 
charged set, not as unsurcharged stamps regularly issued in this condition. 
Cases examined include the 300r., the 2,000r. black and grey with Erivan post- 
marks of June and July, and the same stamp, with grey background missing, with 
Karaklis postmark of July. The imperforate block of four of the 5,000r. reported 
in Kohl’s Part VIII to be known in used condition without surcharge, should, if 
the cancellation is genuine, belong to this same category. 


As stressed on page 196, the basic stamps form a study by themselves, and 
offer endless varieties to the student: most values can be found in a wide range 
of shades, at times very distinct; the case of the 2,000r. basic stamp with missing 
background has been mentioned in the preceding paragraph, and other values 
may exist in this state; double and treble perforations are known on several 
denominations, and the imperforate block of the 5,000r. recorded by Kohl may 
not be a lonely case either. Prominent constant flaws are found on all values, 
making the plating a comparatively easy undertaking. 


The stamps issued around | June, 1923, appear to have been limited to eight 
values only, excluding the 75,000 and 300,000r. denominations, but the 300,000r. 


must have followed at short interval, since this value is included in the set of 


rubber handstamps of Group “E” used during the early period. On the other 
hand, the 75,000r. only exists as a metal handstamp, prepared much later, and 
showing that this value was added to the series when rendered necessary by a 
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further increase in the postal rates. It will be noticed that the 3,000r. basic 
stamp used for it is of a higher denomination than the 2,000r. used for the 
100,000r. value, suggesting that, in the original scheme of utilisation of these 
stamps, this 3,000r. ought to have received a surcharge of a new value comprised 
between the 100,000r. appearing on the 2,000r. and the 200,000r. on the 4,000r., 
therefore evidently a surcharge of 150,000r. Its conversion to a 75,000r. stamp 
must have been caused by some special emergency. 


The list hereunder contains all recorded varieties: 


(1) 1923, June-July, Surcharged with rubber handstamps of Group “‘E’’, 


(A) Surcharge in ROSE to LILAC-ROSE. Paper Position of surch. 
10,000(T79) on 50r. green and orange (a) slightly diagonal 
15,000(T80) on 300r. blue and yellow (a) horiz. 
15,000(T80) on 300r. blue and yellow (b) =) 
30,000(T82) on  500r. deep and pale lilac (a) diagonal 
50,000(T83) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz. 

100,000(T84) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) vert. (up) 
200,000(T85) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) slightly diagonal 

(B) Surcharge in VIOLET. 
10,000(T79) on 50r. green and orange (a) horiz. 
15,000(T80) on 300r. blue and yellow (a) horiz. 
15,000(T80) on 300r. blue and yellow (b) horiz. 

(a) Var. 300r. blue and yellow (b) surch. missing 
25,000(T81) on 400r. blue and rose (a) horiz. 
30,000(T82) on  500r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
30,000(T82x) on —500r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
50,000(T83) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz. diagonal 
100,000(T84) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) horiz. diagonal 

(a) Var. 2,000r. black and grey (a) surch, missing 

(b) Var. 2,000r. black (backgr. missing) (a) surch. missing 

200,000(T85) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) horiz. 
300,000(T86) on 5,000r. black and deep red (b) horiz. 

(a) Var. 5,000r. do. Imperforate (b) surch. missing(*) 

500,000(T87) on 10,000r. black and rose (a) horiz. 

(C) Surcharge in BLACK. 
25,000(T81) on 400r. blue and rose (a) horiz. 
30,000(T82) on 500r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
30,000(T82x) on 500r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
50,000(T83) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz. 


(2) 1923, Aug.-Sept., Surcharged with metal handstamps of Group ‘‘F’’, 
(A) Surcharge in ROSE. 


200,000(T95) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) (*) 
(B) Surcharge in VIOLET. 
50,000(T92) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz. 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) (*) 
200,000(T95) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) (*) 
(C) Surcharge in BLACK. 
10,000(T88) on 50r. green and orange (a) horiz. 
15,000(T89) on 300r. blue and yellow (a) horiz. 
15,000(T89) on  300r. blue and yellow (b) vier) 
25,000(T90) on 400r. blue and rose (a) horiz. 
30,000(T91) on  S00r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
50,000(T92) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz., diagonal 
75,000(T93) on 3,000r. deep and pale green (a) horiz., diagonal 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) horiz. 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) vert. (up or down) 
200,000(T95) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) horiz. 
300,000(T96) on 5,000r. black and salmon (to red) (b) horiz., diagonal 
500,000(T97) on 10,000r. black and rose (a) horiz. 
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(D) Surcharge in PURPLE-BLACK. Position of surch. 


10,000(T88) on 50r. green and orange (a) horiz. 
15,000(T89) on 300r. blue and yellow (a) horiz. 
15,000(T89) on 300r. blue and yellow (b) ? (*) 
25,000(T90) on 400r. blue and rose (a) 21) 
30,000(T91) on 500r. deep and pale lilac (a) vert. (down) 
50,000(T92) on 1,000r. blue and pale blue (a) horiz. 
75,000(T93) on 3,000r. green and pale green (a) diagonal 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) horiz. 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) vert. (down) 
100,000(T94) on 2,000r. black and grey (a) vert. (up) (*) 
200,000(T95) on 4,000r. black and fawn (b) _ horiz. 
300,000(T96) on 5,000r. black and salmon (to red) (b) horiz., diagonal 


500,000(T97) on 10,000r. black and rose (a) horiz. 

Items followed by an asterisk (*) have not been seen by the authors, and 
are tentatively listed. One copy of the 200,000/4,000r. with Type 85 in pale mixed 
lilac-rose, has been recorded on a registered cover sent from Ordubat (in the 
Nakhichevan district) to the Law Court of Erivan on 14.6.23. 


On 15 September, 1923, all these stamps were withdrawn from sale, and 
replaced by the special stamps issued on that day for the whole of the Trans- 
caucasian Federation. Unsold stocks were called back and sent to Moscow, 
wherefrom they were gradually disposed of to the stamp trade in unused con- 
dition. These stocks comprised larger quantities than the remainders of the 
preceding gold kopek issues, and the supplies accumulated at Moscow were 
sufficiently high to satisfy all demands from the trade until the Second World 
War. The bulk of these remainders consisted of stamps with the black or purple- 
black surcharges of the metal handstamps of Group “F”’, but smaller quantities, 
presumably returned from provincial offices, of some of the rubber handstamps 
of Group “E” were also included, mostly in violet, except the 50,000/1,000r., 
which could be had in both violet and black. This explains why these particular 
items are still priced at such low levels in standard catalogues, and remain to 
this day fairly easy to get in unused condition. Postally used, all these stamps 
are much scarcer, while the few varieties which had been entirely used up during 
the currency of this issue (such as the rose surcharges, the 15,000/300r. on the 
thick (b) paper, and the metal surcharges in violet) are very scarce to rare in 
both unused and postally used condition. 


Together with the remainders of this surcharged set, Moscow placed on 
sale the unsurcharged remainders of the Erivan-printed pictorials, although 
these had never been issued in this condition. These unsurcharged stocks were 
also considerable, and have thus remained easy to get to this day. Some of these 
genuine basic stamps may now be found with forged surcharges, although the 
authors have not yet seen any. 


On the other hand, forged surcharges are often found on forgeries of the 
basic stamps (see pages 197 and 206). 


CHAPTER XXVII 


THE T.S.F.S.R. PERIOD 


The general issue of stamps for the whole of the Transcaucasian Federation, 
introduced in Armenia as from 15 September, 1923, had been lithographed at 
Tiflis, in two different designs, incorporating, in addition to the Soviet star, 
hammer and sickle, a view of Mt. Ararat (symbolical of Armenia), of Mt. 
Elbruz (symbolical of Georgia) and oil derricks (symbolical of Azerbaijan). 
The inscriptions included the initials of the Federation (Z.S.F.S.R.) in Russian, 
and the word ‘Post’ in four languages (Russian, Armenian, Georgian and 
Turco-Tatar). The stamps were printed on a thin greyish paper of poor quality, 
with yellow gum, and perforated 114, line. 


The national issues of the three Republics were withdrawn from sale on 
the introduction of the new general issue, and no mixed frankings of T.S.F.S.R. 
stamps with former Armenian stamps have been recorded. The new stamps must 
therefore have been distributed to all Post Offices in the country well before the 
date of 15 September fixed for their introduction, and this is confirmed by the 
fact that the earliest usage recorded for Armenia (amounting to a ‘First Day 
Cover” from genuine postal use) consists of a cover sent on 15.9.23 by an 
inhabitant of Alexandropol to the District Law Court of his town. 


The first set issued consisted of eight denominations, with values expressed 
in T.S.F.S.R. roubles, and ranging from 40,000 to 500,000r. The German 
Michel catalogue claims that two of these eight stamps (the 40,000 and 350,000r.) 
were only issued to Post Offices in Georgia. This statement is certainly incorrect 
as regards the 350,000r. value, as several copies of this stamp are known with 
various Armenian cancellations (Erivan, Delizhan, Karaklis, etc.), including a 
registered cover sent from Karaklis to the Erivan Court of Appeals on 8.11.23. 
No examples of the 40,000r. have been seen yet by the authors with Armenian 
cancellations, but this does not prove much, because there was practically no 
use for this lowest value of the set when it was issued, and it is rarely found in 
genuine postally used condition. The very low price given for used copies of this 
stamp in standard catalogues can only apply to cancelled-to-order copies, few 
of which could have originated from Erivan, when applicants could secure them 
in Tiflis. 


Indeed, a few weeks later, the 40,000 and 75,000r. stamps, now entirely 
redundant, were re-issued with a surcharge revaluating them to 700,000r. It is 
not certain that stocks of both varieties were supplied to Armenian P.O.s, as 
the only one recorded so far is the 700,000/40,000r. These two stamps were 
presumably prepared while the letter rate was at this figure, but, by the time 
they were issued about mid-October, the currency had sunk further, and the 
letter rate appears to have stood at 900,000r. Actually, the depreciated paper 
currencies were then already being exchanged throughout the Soviet Union 
against the new stabilised currency based on the theoretical ‘“‘gold’’ Chervonetz, 
and, in Transcaucasia, this exchange was made on the basis of 100,000 T.S.F.S.R. 
roubles for | gold kopek. 


Late in October, a fresh series of stamps for the Transcaucasian Federation 
was issued at Tiflis, with values expressed in the new Chervonetz currency, and 
ranging from | to 18 kopeks. Supplies may have been sent to Armenia immedia- 
tely, but they appear to have been introduced only as stocks of the former issue 
were exhausted, earliest dates recorded being third decade of November for 
Erivan, and December for provincial towns. These stamps in Chervonetz cur- 
rency were superseded during January, 1924, by the general series for the 
U.S.S.R. 


It will be noticed that each of these sets remained in use for just over two 


months, while the 700,000r. surcharges lasted for only about a month. Although 
postal traffic had then reached a much larger volume than in the preceding 
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chaotic periods, this lapse of time was shorter than for most of the other series 
of stamps covered in this book, and genuine postally used copies with cancel- 
lations of Armenian Post Offices are much scarcer than the low prices shown in 
most catalogues for used copies of T.S.F.S.R. stamps would indicate. 


It should be kept in mind that the used prices given in standard catalogues 
apply to the commonest cancellations appearing on these stamps, and these, 
quite naturally, are those of the Georgian towns of Tiflis, Batum and Kutais, 
and of the Azerbaijan capital, Baku, all much greater and more active centres 
than even the capital of Armenia, Erivan, was at that remote period. Further- 
more, the prices for used copies in these catalogues are, in most cases, at the 
same level as those for unused, although these latter are much commoner than 
the used. The abundance of unused material is again due to the fact that, when 
these stamps were replaced by those of the U.S.S.R., all unsold stocks remaining 
at the various Post Offices throughout Transcaucasia, plus the large quantities 
still held by the Printing Works at Tiflis (some of these latter still unfinished, in 
imperforate condition), were called back and sent to Moscow, where they were 
disposed of at very low prices to the stamp trade, supplies lasting until the Second 
World War and later. 


For these reasons, the prices given in standard catalogues cannot apply to 
examples with legible cancellations of Armenian Post Offices, and a special 
check-list will be found hereunder, giving an indication of their relative scarcity: 


Value expressed in T.S.F'.S.R. roubles, perf. 114. 
Pmks. of Erivan Pmks. of other Covers 
or Alexandropol Armenian towns 

9 Pf 


1923, 15 September 


9 


40,000r. lilac 


75,000r. blue-green 30/- 50/- ? 
100,000r. slate 20/- 35/- from 140/-— 
150,000r. rose-red 10/- 25/- from 120/- 
200,000r. green 7/6 15/- from 75/- 
300,000r. blue 4/6 7/6 from 50/- 
350,000r. brown 7/6 15/- from 80/- 
$00,000r. carmine 4/- 10/- from 30/- 
1923, October—Surcharged with new value, in brown. 
700,000r./40,000r. lilac 25/- ? from 160/- 
700,000r./75,000r. blue-green 2 ? ? 
1923, November-December—Value expressed in Chervonetz currency, pf.113. 
Ik. ch. orange 7/6 20/- from 90/- 
2k. ch. blue-green 20/- ? ? 
3k. ch. carmine 3/- 5/- from 30/- 
4k. ch. brown 15/- 25/- from 75/ 
5k. ch. purple ? ? H: 
9k. ch. blue 10/- 20/- from 60/- 
18k. ch. slate 7/6 15/- from 120/- 


A number of varieties of the basic stamps are known, including partly 
missing, or double perforations (as explained, unused imperforate stamps come 
from sheets under production at the Tiflis Printing Works). 


Cancellations recorded cover a wide range of the smaller Armenian towns, 


including localities in the Autonomous Nakhichevan District (q.v.). Many 
covers are also known, the majority originating from the Law Courts hoard. 
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CHAPTER XXVIII 


THE U.S.S.R. PERIOD 


The “Union of Socialist Soviet Republics” was actually created on 6 July, 
1923, that is before the general issues for the Transcaucasian Federation were 
introduced in Transcaucasia. The first definitive stamps inscribed U.S.S.R. were 
placed on sale in Russia in September/October, 1923, but their use was not 
extended to the other constituent members of the Union (Transcaucasia and Far 
East) until early in 1924. The exact date of their introduction in Armenia has 
not yet been ascertained, but may well be in the second fortnight of January, 
rather than the usually accepted date of February Ist, as the latest dates recorded 
on T.S.F.S.R. stamps used in Armenia are of the first decade of January. Ever 
since, U.S.S.R. stamps have been in general use in Armenia, including the 
Autonomous District of Nakhichevan. 


Together with the introduction of the U.S.S.R. stamps in Armenia, an effort 
was made to provide the Post Offices in the country with fresh date-stamps in 
replacement of those of the Imperial era, which had been retained in service 
out of dire necessity during the years of hardship, well beyond their normal 
period of use. Actually, Erivan had produced as early as 1923 at least one date- 
stamp with inscriptions in Armenian characters exclusively (see Fig. 81, page 
187), but this may have been an experiment, and does not appear to have been 
extensively used on Armenian stamps, although it is occasionally met with 1923 
rot It is oftener seen on early U.S.S.R. stamps, with dates of the middle 

20s. 


: As from 1924, however, fresh sets of date-stamps, with bilingual inscriptions 
in Armenian and Russian, were supplied to all Post Offices, and superseded the 
Imperial types. The first standard type, introduced in 1924, had the name of the 
town in Armenian at top, and in Russian at bottom, serial letters in Armenian 
at left and in Russian at right, and date in one line between thick bars (see page 
187, Fig. 82 of Erivan, and Fig. 85 of Alexandropol, now re-named Leninakan). 
Other standard types, similarly inscribed in bilingual form, but in smaller 
characters, and with order of languages transposed at times, followed in the 
late 1920s and the 1930s (see Fig. 83 of Erivan, page 187). A more elaborate 
standard type of cancellation has been in use since the 1940s: it contains at 
top a hammer and sickle inside a large star, flanked by the initials S.S.S.R. of 
the Soviet Union in Russian characters; the name of the town is given in Russian 
at left and Armenian at right, and there is the additional indication in Russian 
“ARM.SSR” (for Armenian S.S.R.) at bottom; date in one line in the centre, 
imaige, ans curved at sides, and serial letter below (see Fig. 84 of Yerevan, 
page ; 


_ In the forty years that have elapsed since Sovietisation, the total population 
of Armenia has almost trebled, while the capital Erivan, saw its inhabitants 
increase from 15,000 in 1914 to over 300,000 by 1950. The country has been 
intensely industrialised, and its agricultural production greatly developed. The 
inevitable result has been a large increase in the volume of postal traffic, as 
compared with the dramatic years covered in this work. 


_ The great majority of the 2,000 odd different stamps issued by the U.S.S.R. 
since 1924 can of course be found with Armenian cancellations. A page or two 
of these ‘*Postrunners” (if we may be allowed to translate in this way the conse- 
crated German word of “*Nachlaeufer”) is a fitting finishing touch to all collections 
of Armenia, and allows collectors to assemble a representative array of cancella- 
tions showing the names of the towns in the language of the country, a thing 
that could not be done with stamps of the Independence period. Stamps of the 
U.S.S.R. with Armenian cancellations are not unduly hard to get, and cannot 
be worth any premium, but an enthusiast who would set himself to the task of 
assembling a complete collection of U.S.S.R. stamps with cancellations of 
Armenian towns would find it a most difficult undertaking. 
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CHAPTER XXIX 


THE AUTONOMOUS DISTRICT OF 
NAKHICHEVAN 


The troubled history of this district has been related in the Introduction to 
this work. As explained, it remained in a permanent state of insurrection through- 
out the Dashnak regime, and all the Erivan Government could do was to suppress 
the Zangibazar pocket at the approaches to Erivan, and occupy a few railway 
stations in the northern part of the Sharour-Nakhichevan area during 1920. 


At the Treaty of Alexandropol (2 December, 1920), the Turks included a 
provision compelling Armenia to cede this district to Azerbaijan, but, as Armenia 
became on the same day a Soviet Republic, the Azerbaijan S.S.R., under 
directives from Moscow, refrained from occupying the territory, and further 
gave up her claims on the Armenian-held Zangezur district. Under Russian 
mediation, an arrangement was arrived at, whereby the Nakhichevan district 
became an Autonomous Area within the Armenian S.S.R., ruled by its Moslem 
population, but depending from the Armenian Government of Erivan. 


This normalisation of relations allowed the Armenian Postal Administra- 
tion, for the first time since the summer of 1919, to extend its network of Post 
Offices to this area, which thus began to use Armenian stamps only after achieving 
its aim of securing a local Moslem Government and being no longer under 
direct subjection to Armenia. Another instance of the paradoxal situations 
arising from the chaotic state in which the Caucasus then was. 


The Post Offices thus opened in 1921 by the Armenian Postal Administration 
in Autonomous Nakhichevan were those listed on page 101 of this work: 
NAKHICHEVAN, BASHBASHI, BASHNORASHEN, VELI-DAG, DALI- 
KARDASHSKOE, DZHULFA (Julfa), KARGALUK, KIVRAG, KIZIL- 
VANK, NEGRAM, NORASHEN, ORDUBAT, SHAKHTAKHTY and 
TASHARKH. 


Cancellations of some of these Offices begin to appear on Armenian stamps 
as from 1922, and become commoner in 1923, As the Post Offices had in all 
probability been looted (assuming they had escaped destruction at the time of 
the rebellion), the former cancellers of the Imperial years were no longer avail- 
able, and postmarks found on Armenian stamps are in a fresh standard type, 
imitating the Imperial double-circles, but without serial letter at bottom right, 
and with three 8-pointed asterisks at bottom (see Figs. 78/80 of Dzhulfa, Ordubat 
and Shakhtakhty, page 186). These were presumably manufactured at Tiflis or 
Baku, as they are of rather inferior workmanship, although of better appearance 
than the emergency type used at Tauz-Kala. The Law Courts hoard included a 
registered cover sent from Ordubat on 14.6.23 by two Tatar plaintiffs, Mir Yosifa 
and Mir Aga-Ogly, and addressed to the Republican Court of Appeals at Erivan, 
an interesting document indicating that the Armenian capital remained the juridi- 
cal centre for the Autonomous district. (The cover is franked with a 200,000/4,000r. 
with surcharge Type 85 in a mixed lilac-rose ink. It took five days to reach 
Erivan, as evidenced by the arrival postmark of this town, dated 19.6.23). 


These cancellers remained in use throughout the period of the T.S.F.S.R. 
stamps and can also be found on early U.S.S.R. stamps, up to ca. 1925 (examples 
known from at least Dzhulfa). By 1926, they had been replaced by a fresh 
bilingual type, with name of Office followed by P.T.K. (“Post & Telegraph 
Office’) in Russian at top and in the Tatar alphabet of Azerbaijan (a mixture of 
latin and cyrillic characters) at bottom, with serial letters at sides (see Fig. 86 
of Dzhulfa, page 187). More bilingual types were introduced in the 1930s, some 
having the Tatar inscriptions at top, and Russian at bottom. 


Armenian stamps with cancellations of Offices in Autonomous Nakhiche- 
van should be rated as very scarce to rare; covers as very rare; T.S.F.S.R. and 
U.S.S.R. stamps as scarce. 
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CHAPTER XXX 


THE AUTONOMOUS DISTRICT OF 
KARABAGH 


The district ofp NAGORNO-KARABAGH (or “Mountainous Karabagh’’) 
was situated in the Republic of Azerbaijan, east of the Zangezur region (see 
map, page 66). It consisted of high mountains of difficult access, where an 
Armenian population, entrenched in the few inhabited localities, had managed 
to survive and preserve its identity in the midst of the Tatar Moslems surrounding 
it on all sides. Readers have been told in the Historical Introduction to this 
work how this district made a bid to join Independent Armenia when the first 
Allied officers appeared in the Caucasus in 1919, and how, after this bid was 
rejected and an armed conflict threatened, a British officer succeeded in enforcing 
a temporary arrangement whereby the forces of Azerbaijan occupied the town 
of SHUSHA, at the foot of the mountains, but left the Armenian villages uphill 
alone, promising not to interefere in their affairs. This promise was not always 
kept, and several short periods of warfare followed, but the Armenians managed 
to hold their own until, after the Sovietisation of both Azerbaijan and Armenia, 
Nagorno-Karabagh was made an Autonomous District into the Azerbaijan 
S.S.R., ruled by its own Armenian population, but depending from the Govern- 
ment of Baku. In other words, a status identical to Autonomous Nakhichevan 
inside the Armenian S.S.R., but with partners reversed. 


There is no evidence so far that Azerbaijan ever managed to operate Post 
Offices in the mountain district, outside of Shusha which did not really belong 
to it, although originally claimed by the Armenians. There had been Offices 
during the Imperial years at the following localities: 

DZHEBRAIL TERTER VARANDA 


but these had naturally ceased to operate during the years of armed conflict, 
and it is unlikely that they could be re-opened until after the formation of the 
Autonomous Karabagh province. At this time, the Azerbaijani Postal Adminis- 
tration must have created Post Offices, not only in these three localities, but 
also at STEPANAKERT, near Shusha, which became the capital of the Auto- 
nomous area. 


As an Armenian-ruled district, Autonomous Karabagh is entitled to inclusion 
in a specialised collection of Armenia, despite the fact that it never used Arme- 
nian stamps. Readers will find, however, that material from the few small 
inhabited localities is extremely difficult to get: the least elusive are perhaps the 
“forerunners” of the Imperial period with cancellations of Dzhebrail (rating:RR) 
or Terter (rating:RRR). No examples of stamps of the Azerbaijan S.S.R. with 
cancellations of the district have been seen so far by the authors, and they 
should be of great rarity, if they do exist with 1923 dates, which seems open to 
doubt. The same applies to T.S.F.S.R. stamps, and also to early issues of the 
U.S.S.R. More recent U.S.S.R. stamps ought to be less elusive. 
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Philately, 11/1952). 

S. D. Tchilinghirian: Armenia. The Zangezur Provisionals (Gibbons Stamp 
Monthly, 6/1956). 

S. D. Tchilinghirian: Armenia. The Surcharges at two operations of October 
1920 (Gibbons Stamp Monthly, 9/1956). 

G. S. White: The Postage Stamps of the Soviet Republics (Harris Publications 
Ltd., London, 1925). 
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J. de Morgan: Histoire de l’Armenie (Paris, 1925) (in French). 

H. Pasdermadjian: Histoire de l’Armenie (Paris, 1949) (in French). 

A. Rawlinson: Adventures in the Near East 1918-1922 (London, 1923). 

A. Sandalgian: Histoire documentaire de l’Armenie (Rome, 1917) (in French). 

F. Tournebize: Histoire politique et religieuse de ’Armenie (Paris, 1900) (in 
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CHECK-LIST 


A priced Check-List of the stamps described in this Part IV will be found in 
Part V of this work, which consists of a revised and improved priced Check-List 
of all stamps of Armenia, superseding the valuations given in Parts I to Ill a 
few years ago for the stamps of the Dashnak period, many of which are no longer 
up-to-date. This Part V is now under print, and will be obtainable very shortly 
after publication of Part IV, at 10/- (U.S. and Canada: $1.50). 
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